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KEY NDS ſome Remarks upon it as they: 

| n RES : eur Chapter by Chapter 
170 n found chat this Method of following 
him in his wrong Steps, would oblige me io 
ipeak of Manters ina daflerent Order from what 
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might be otherwiſe more roper. And the 


Reader mult needs be ſenſible, that when one 
is engaged to 1 he the : Seps of of another, he 
cannot always keep 

as this Md 0 "of Theis an Author, 
commonly: the moſt plain and direQ Way of 
Refutation, it may perhaps make amends for 
other Inconvenjencies, While I ſhall take Care 
not to be often drawn by hig Proceedings into 
unneceſſary-Repetitions and Queſtions, which 
are little or nothing tq the. main Point; and 


yet, together with à very infignificant Length, 


_ mulip ping of 6 of Records ( o,called) make a- 
bove two T Le ourayer's. Book : 

But at the ſame Time, " will not, to the beſt 
of my Judgment, omit any of his Arguments 
of the leaſt Moment, which ſeem pro 4 
tending to the Queſion * he e 


| _—_ ns. © 


oo me in the (nent of the En 810% 8 

ers, I will propoſe, as Occaſion hail” offer, a 
great many Poſitive, as well as Negative Proofs 
ol their Inyalidity; and take particular Notice 
of what Bramb. „ Williams, or others ſeem to 
inſiſt upon as material, beyond what Le Cou- 


2 has Soo he ge per in he Be. 
Tent uch too often 
nagemens o this 3 


1 one may even hence co 
lidity of the Engliſh. * is the 


of being maintained by Reaſon, white it is ſo 
with: Paſſion: Loud Out- 


| apt to be defended 
cxies upon every little Touch; are g ra 
cat tha Pic u very fore. And certain 
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17 Miami; for Example, gives no ſavourable 1 · 
dea of his Cauſe, while he ſays, the beſt De-. 
fenders of the Invtalidity of the gli Orders 
have ſucriſierd ail their Reaſonable and 7 ions 


Faculties o the Intereſts of the Court — s 
and then lodges the/Generality. of Catholicks in 
the beſt Houſe in Aſour fielus. Such Methods 
of Writing become not ſo important a Subj 

and as Religion is vain without Charity, 1 
is 4 unſortunate r common) 
Lag 24 the one in Support of the other. 

3. As therefore frequent Exainples ſhew chat 
the Warmth which a deep Prejudice; or a ſin- 
cere Perſuaſion is apt to raiſe, if not 8 

u, will eaſily run out of Zeal, into P 
on; BT I ſhall endeavour to be particularly xo | 
on my Guard in this Reſpect; and deſire the 
Reader to believe, that if ſhall ſeem to X 
any of my following Remarks beyond the 


3 Bounds of Charity it will be more by Mi. 


flcake, than by any ill Will 10 the greateſt Ad. 
= rveiſanies. And yet where the Subject obliges 
me do call any pq, bold or preſum TI 
= ous; or to bring in a Charge of Error, 

ſy and Forgery, 1 hope it WII not be conſtru- 
ed into a Want of Charity. Truth is never af 
11 to Charity. And though Truth 


ways to be divulged, yet hens the 
requires it, we ought 0 ſpeak it with 


Katters 


| that Tendetwelk,-v which may ſhew a Concern 


«the Migtornae of thoſe, we are obliged 
cenſure. n, 

4 In this: iſpoſiti 1 ſhall rather avoid, 
chan ſcek Occafions of charging F. Le Gourayer 
(hom for Variety, 1 ſhall En alf the Tai 
Tiah ") with: 1 thoſe odious E W 


CAS 
ſeems ſenfible his Catholick Readers might be 
apt to draw from his Aſſertions. And as to 

the Charge of Forgery, Which muſt in fine lie 
at the Door of Proteſtants; in regard of their 
pretended Regiſter, or of Cathoheks; in the Ac- 
count of the Nag's-Hæud Conſecration, I ſhall 
produce ſuch Proofs as occur on boch Sides, 
Ard then I preſume it will not be uncharitable 
to fix the Aſperſion where the ſtrongeſt Autho- 
rities and Reaſons) ſhall caſt it. 
FJ. In producing Catholiek Writers in Proof 
of the Facts qelating to the preſent Queſtion, I 
am ſenſible that ſeveral Proteſtants will be apt 
to ſay with Bramhall and Williams, that we 
inſiſt too much upon the Authority and Frobity 
of our own Party. To abate the Prejudice 
. which ſome might be apt to take upon this 
Score, the following Particulars muſt be conſi- 
der d. 1. That ſince one great Defign:of theſe 
«Remarks is to hinder Catholicks from being ſe- 
Auced by the Book of Le Courayer, it cannot 
be thought unreaſonable to preſs againſt him 
the Authority of thoſe whom Catholicks ought 
to reſpect. 2. That ſince in a Manner all are 
Parties in this Diſpute, we have at leaſt as 
much Right to alledge Catholicks, as our Ad- 
verſaries to produce the Authority of Prote- 
ſtants. 3. That, ſince we muſt be forced up 
en the Compariſon, and obliged to ſhew w 
Catholicks are more to be credited in the Ab- 
counts of this Debate, I beg leave to obſerve, 
That even ſuppoſing all other Things equal, 
there is this great Difference in the Caſe, that 
Catholicks loff, while Proteſtants gain'd a great 
deal by their Accounts. No Temporal Mo- 
tives could make. Catholicks perſiſt in difown- 


enge ing 


by 9 7 f { * v 
+ %& N. n { 2 # * i N 
1 - » 7 — # we — * E „ ova 8 SA 7 47. Lan N ee . STS A ad 

* by x 7 : >. 1 t CY FEW. 3 25 2 W n n JEE ĩ² mm ̃ - BE OS $545 >. EA th.” * « by 

1 1 i Bn NO SIO! we; Md Vier 88 — F Fas IS ES 8 2 - "Ro Oy Ws ov 8 oo * 6 8 $5 8 2 1 AD; P > be Es Not, : * — "x _ TW a: 

eas ** had 3 8 „ 0 ee IO EC EE . r 5 n ” SIT "So 1 4 . 7 2 nls br x - _—_ 1 . 
n — N — DIG . r N Mp Ke 1 g n 1 PS A N n *. on" * * * 3 e 5 7 Nee $ DO. * S I n 1 NES la + * 5 8 2 
1 * ix 4 * X * * , COS ET * 9 Ep - 3 PS > Tod Bt , - k 8 1 7 Fe % 
ef r 7 wh 
2 N 8 * 22 - 


£25 


ing the En liſh Ordinations:* Nay; both Tem- 


poral and Eternal Motives muſt have inclined” 
them to own their Validity. Tempora Mo- 
tives, becauſe it would: have made them les 


obnoxious to the Governing Party. Eternal 


Motives, becauſe as they betreved-Ordinatior 
to be a Sacrament, ſo they believed Groundleſs 
Re-Ordinations. to be horrid Bacrileges. On 
the contrary, many of the Engliſ Clergy, par- 
ticularly at the Beginnings of the Pretended 
Reformation, had moſt unqueſiionably very 
{ad Notions of Ordination, and thoſe who 8 
more tolexable Notions of 1 it, yet had Tem 

Motives in (Abundance, to ſwa their IF * 8. 
ments, or their Actions. Their Livings, their 
Wives, and the Favour of the Government, 
were a ſtrong Biaſs upon them to maintain 
their Claim, whether it was rightly begun or 
not. Now may it not be ſaid without a Breach 
of Charity, that where of two Partles, one muſt 
be charged with , publiſhing” 1a alfe Accounts, 

choſe are moſt likely to have done it, who gain 
conſiderably, rather than thoſe who loſe by it? 
Efpecially fince It is a leſs Crime in thoſe who. 
have either abſolutely falſe, or very dubious 
Notions of the Neceſſity of Ordination, to pre- 
tend a Kygifter of it, than for People who be. 
Heve ReOrdination Is a heinous Sacrilege = 


the . e on 5 Both Sis Fre 4 ro⸗ 
duced, may be impartially weighed: And as 
to Fidelity i in 1 — I take this Occaſion to 


affirm with „ that as there arg ſcarce 
any in the fol loi ; Remarks, Weh 1 Have 
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(6) 
not taken the Pains to collect from, or com; 
pare with the Authors themſelves, or to tell at 
leaſh upon whoſe Credit I quote them, ſo I 
have not ahr wee any of em. 


— * 4 3 A 7 1 3 a * 


* — » af , - TT * 1 — Ne n4 
Eh - = 4 l : LY 2 % 
C3 8. e. 8 YU - * . "s X _ 40 . — * 3 21 2 


e 26 11. 


Some General Reflettions upon the Queſtion 
of the Engliſh « Ordinations. OI 


6. M257 certainly it is every One's Du- 
ty willingly to conſider, and allow 


all the Weight he can, to. whatever may con- 
tribute to make up. the unhappy. Separation of 
- Proteſtants from the Catholick Church, rather 
than to widen it, particularly with Regard to 
the preſent Queſtion of Wen 1. Becauſe the 
Accuſation of ranging true Orders, i is extreme- 
ly odious to our Eugliſb Adverſaries. 2. Be 
cauſe Catholicks — 5 —— Groundleſs Re- Or- 
dinations to be Sacrilegious. And, 3. Becauſe 
the greater Grounds any one ng LA for the 
Zuge Orders, ci hee Will 7 the Hopes 
that many may be ſaved, Who would 80 
wiſe be joſt for Want of a valid Abſolution 
from their Sins, and a true Fart tion of the 
Euchariſt in many Occaſion; ven Catho- 
licks in Caſes & Neceſſity might, and ought to 
defire the Abſolution of Engliſʒ Miniſters, if 
they thought it probable that they are true 
Prieſts. . And yet, though they have ſome- 
times, in Extremes, deſired the Abſolution 
olf Apaſtates from the Catholic n. yet 11 


COM 0 
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Which, as it ſhewsa very ſettled 


1 ny, a Providemiat Oocaſion of theif Rervirning 
do the Unity of me Catholick Chireh, wherein 


a © 
is unheard of, that they ever deſired it froth 
one, who had no beiter than the Engi;fh Orders. 


fuſion of 
the Invalidity of thoſe Orders, ſo we do not 


find That Primitive Perſuaſion has in the leaſt 


abated, by any Thing hitherto args in Favour 


of their Orders, by Bramball, Williams,” of '6: 
thers. Nor is there any Appeararice that Le 


Churaper's Book (which at the Bottom is on 


a Copy from thoſe and other Proteſtant Wri. 
ters) will alter the Notions of the Catholick 
World, And for my own Part, I cafi fincere- 
ly ſay, that the more I have confider'd this 


Matter, the more Reaſon I have ever found 
to judge thoſe Ordets invalid. Eſpecially ſinte 


I obſeryed, in the Courſe of the following Re- 
marks, how weakly the Librarian, after” all his 
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has ſupported their Cauſe. 1 
57. And methinks it is very remarkable, thaẽt 
— on the one Hand, ſeveral might be fa: 
ved, if the Engliſh Clergy were truly ordained, 
who we may otherwiſe feat will be loſt, yet on 


the other Hand, it ſeems to have Happen'd by 


4 particular Stroke of Providence, that where: 


as many Ways might have deen pretty cafil 
found of procuring certain Orders, yet thoſs 


Ways were not taken, but fuch' only as hive 
in fine, leſt a conſtant Doubt,” not t ſity 4 evi 
trary Cenainty. Tue very Doubt of thoſe Of 
dets has been, and will, very likety,-be to fia. 


our Adverſaries grant there i undoubted Or. 


dination. How' comfortable an Adknowledy- 
ment is this to Catholiclts, Which ſecures to us 


- Y - the 
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LL (8) 5 
tthe Reality of thoſe Sacraments, which are ſo 
great, ſo neceſſary Means of Salvation! How 
lad a Reflection on the other Side, muſt it be 
to every conſiderate Exgliſh Proteſtant, that 
there are ſo great, ſo laſting Doubts of their 
Clergy wanting the Eſentialf to thoſe Sacra- 
ments, without which there can be no True 
Church of Chriſt! Doubts, at leaſt, here are 
on every Side. 1. Whether Dr. Matthew Far- 
. — on whom their Pretenſions to Orders de- 
pend, was ordained at Lambeth as they pre- 
tend. 2. Whether his Conſecrator was ever 
truly ordained. z. Of the Matter and Form 
uſed in his Ordination. 4. Of the Intention 
in the Ordainers, and the Perſons ordained. 
8. Nor do I know Where all Hiſtory can 
produce any ſingle Inſtance of this mighty 
Conſequence. to à whole National Church, fo 
very doubtful on every Side. For, ſince the 
Validity of the Engli/ Orders depends on all 
and every one of thoſe, four Points, it muſt be 
uncertain, if there be good Reaſons to doubt of 
any one of them: But if there be good Rea- 
ſon to doubt of all, and every one of them, 
than it will not only be uncertain, whether 
their Ordinations are valid or no, but rather 
it will be morally certain they are invalid. 
And as it muſt needs be à charitable Office to 
make deluded People ſenſible of this fatal Un- 
_ certainty, ſo I cannot but apply to Le Courayers 
Pretence of publiſhing his Book to facilitate the 
Ke. Union, or Return of Proteſtants (for! ſo he 
ſhould have ſaid, and not aur Re- nion, or the 
Keturn of Catholicks, Who never ſeparated, or 
departed. from, but remained firm in their An- 
ceſtors Faith) I cannot, I ſay, but apply theſe 
& 410%: 7 3 . 5 Fg ES Words 
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Words of S. Cyprian, Diſſimulandi nunc locus 
non eſt, quando dec ipitur fraternitaf noſira a: quite 
buſdam veſtrum, qui dum, fine ratione, reſtituen. 
= az ſalutis plaufibiles eſſe cupiunt, mag is lapſi s: ob. 
X /Junt, Lib. 3. Ep. 14. For, it leaves no Room to 
duiſſemble the Danger, when under a plaufible 
Pretence of recovering them to the Church, it 
does, by. unreaſonable Conceſſions, rather con- 
firm them in their Schiſm and Hereſy. And 
ſince it cannot be denied, but that the Validity 
of the Engliſb Orders has been rejected by Ca- 
tholicks, laughed at and deſpiſed by moſt Dif- 
ſenters at Home, and by the greateſt Part of 
all Proteſtants Abroad, nothing can be. a more 


cCharitable Office; man to expoſe the Weakneſs 
ol thoſe Proofs, which the Libraman has brought 
l 0ð0 ſooth the Eugliſb up in a falſe Notion, in ſo 
important a Matter. Eſpecially ſince it muſt 


be granted, that where there are ſo many fatal 
Doubts of a true Clergy, it muſt be the Part 
of a well diſpoſed Mind, to make them ſenſi- 
ble of their Obligation, to ſeek? for ſome other 
that is without queſtion. n. 
9. Nor will it be improper, before we come 
to the Particulars of this Queſtion, to obſerve, 
that beſides the ſtrange Uncertainty at leaſt, 
there is moreover a firange/Unacrountableneſs, 

in the Claim which is ſo earneſtly: laid by the 
Church of England, to Orders from the Church 

3 e M ern e 4 i 


of Rome. G4 ien S007 173318. UE on 

10. Firſt, That it confutes the greateſt Ca- 
lumny they have ever caſt upon the Church of 
Rome, I mean, the charging her with Idolatry.” 
For how can any Chriſtian imagine, that the 


Cburch, from which the true Character of 


Prieſthood is derived, was at that very Time, 
„5 N ; when | 


ith 


: * 
114 


(10) 


when Orders were derived from it, a Sink of 


_ Idolatry, and the Church of Antichriſt ? Ca- 
tholick Prieſts muſt, according to that Calum- 
ny, be Prieſts of Helial, not only on Account 

of their Errors, but in their very Prieſtly Cha- 

racter, as being Idolatrous Sacrificers, and or- 
dained by a Form expreſly Idolatrous, of offer- 
ing: Maſs for the Living and the Dead. 2. By 
that Claim of true Ordination, they do, at the 


733.83 
= 8 


ſame Time, unchurch all the greateſt Bodies of 


other Proteſtants. - For as they pretend to look 


upon Epiſcopacy as an Ordinance of Chriſt, 
they muſt alſo allow it for a Maxim, that to 
deny Epiſcopacy, is inconſiſtent with the Na- 
ture and Inſtitution of the true Church of Chriſt. 
Thus, as St. Auſtin ſays to Fulgemius the Do- 
natiſt, we may ſay here, Angulus Africanus or. 
bem terrarum exclufit 5 ſince England, which in 
this Reſpect, is but a Corner of the World (nay, 
the Epiſcopal Part of England, as diſtinct from 
the great Number of all other Diſſenters, i 
but a Part of this very Corner) has exclud 
all the reſt of the World from being the Church 
of Chriſt. Catholicks are excluded as [dola- 
trous, and moſt others as Ami- Epiſco 
how can either Idolatrous or Anti- 
Churches, be the Church of Chriſ 3' 
11. There is a farther Unaccountableneſs in 
this Pretenſion of the Engliſh, to a true Ordi- 
nation. For after the ſtrongeſt Proofs for the 
Neceſſity of Epiſcopal Ordination, after the moſt 
vehement Pleading for the Divine Right of E- 
piſcopacy, aſter having urged that Miniſters 
ordained by Prieſts only, or by mere Laym 


are not ordained according to the Inſtitution of 
Chriſt, when at Length, they are preſſed _ = 


CE * 


[; for 
piſcopal 


4 G 

mme comrary Practice and Doctrine of other 
Proteſtant Churches, what do they ſay ? Why 
truly This Which was urged as an Inſtitu- 
tion of Chriſt, is no longer neceſſary. Thoſe 
"XZ other Churches are allowed to be true Chur- 


ches, not only without Epiſcopal Orders, but 
X even with denying, them to be a Divine or A- 
poſtolical Ordinance ; nay, even with main 
2X taining them to be down-right Fopiſh and Anti- 
X Chriftian Pretenſions. Is not this an evident 
Inconſiſtence? Ts it not a clear Proof that what- 
ever glorious Things they advance of Epiſco- 
pacy, they do not think Ordination from Bi- 
hops is abſolutely requiſite ? For, if it is requi- 
ſite, there can be no true Miniſtry, nor conſe · 
X quently a true Church without it; ean thoſe 
1 2 Chri/'s Miniſters, Who not only do not 
pretend any Commiſſion from that Ordinance 
which Chriſt has preſeribed, but do abſolutely 
deny he has left any fuch Ordinance? If Chriſt 
has conſtituted Biſhops, by, whoſe. Hands: the 
Prieſtly Character is to be given, can that Cha- 
racter be given by thoſe, Who reject the Impoſi- 
tion of ſuch Hands, and all their pretended 
Power? And yet is it not evident, that the 
Part of the pretended. Reformation, which is 
called the Church of England, how; much fo- 
ever it pretends. to believe a ſuperior Power 
and Character in Biſhops, yet when. preſs'd to 
ſpeak out, and declare their Sentiments of os 
ther Proteſtant Congregations, does at length 
own they have true Miniſters of Chriſt's Church, 
without Epiſcopat:Impoſition of Hands? Muſt 
they not acknowledge. that Caluiniſts, for Ex- 
ample, either have no true: Prieſts, or that 
mere Laymen can ordain? For the * 
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of the Nine and Thirty Articles, "defines the 
true Church to be that, wherein the Sacraments 
are duly miniſter d: They muſt pay * 
grant, either that the Sacraments can be au 
miniſi 2 by Miniſters, who have not Epiſco- 

Ordination, or that Foreign Churches, who 

ve no ſuch Orders, cannot be true Churches. 
Muſt they not ed len get ſay with Sutcliffe 
againſt Kelliſon Fat it 15 not material 
that the firſt Procter "the Goſpel1 in 15%. Coun: 
tier Were not Biſh nn” 

12. What can be infer'd from hence, büt 
that as the Inconſiſtencies are here very mani - 
feſt, ſo they make it credible, that at the Bot- 


tom, the Eugliſb think their own Orders can- 


not 'be mamtam'd, without coming at Length 
fo this Refuge, that mere Prieſts, or mere Lay- 
mens Ordination ſuffices! ? Could ſuch Incon- 


ſiſtencies be found in Men, who either firmly, 


believed a Power of Ordaining is eſſentially an- 
nexed to Epiſcopacy, or that their on Epiſco- 
pacy had any better Foundation at the Bottom, 
than from Prieſts or Laymen? For methinks i 
is very lamentable to hear Mr. Maſon, in 5 
Dedication, and after him Dr. Bennet, and o- 
thers, pretending to anſwer this Diffculty, by 


alledging the Neceſſiiy which Foreign Churches 


were under, at the Beginnings of the: pretend- 
ed Reformation. ©. Havin fone few 'Priefts 


among them 2 Dr. T4 1 His -Dif- 


ah — of Schiſm, Cbap. 100% they were for- 
ced to make others as well as they co. 

« And be content with Paſtors of their 'own 
making. And ſincè they could not have 
*© a Huccelſton of Clergy, otherwiſe than by that 


i Ordination, which they were conſtrain'd to 
1 « admit 
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„ admit in their firſt Neceſſity, therefore they 
„ were obligd to continue and ſupply the 
2X <: Number of heir. Prizfts as they had alrea- 
1 «dy: begun. 95 1 / | 277. 316  eH&3% a I, 
13. Can ſuch Anſwers as theſe deſerve any 
Reply? For beſides that its wretched to pre- 
tend a Neceſſity of entirely ſetting aſide the 
.Y tive Inſtitution of Mriſt; Let me ask why 
X afterwards they at laſt did not procure Epiſcopa 
Ordination? Did they ever endeavour it? Did 
they not always reject it? Do they not con- 
tinue to maintain, that there is no ſuch thing 
as Prieſt or Biſhop, in the Senſe Which is 
tended by the Church of England, ſo calld? 
They could not (continues Dr. Bennet) pro: 
„ ceed exactly according to that Rule which 
„God had laid down, and which had ever 
„ been follow'd in all Ages of the Chriſtian 

6 Church before their grievous Calamity 

“ came upon them, and ford them un il. 

« lingly to a Deviation from it. But allow 

ing he may very well call it a grievous” Ca- 
lamity to abandon the Rule lich God had 
laid down," yet it cannot be call'd an uuzvilling 
Deviation. When People unwillingly deviate 
from Divine Rules, they return again as ſoon 

as they can, whereas thoſe Proteſtants rn 

it was a Deviation. They deny any fu 
Divine Rule; they maintain they did well 

to oppoſe all the Biſnops in the World, and 
to reject their Antichriſtian Epiſcopacy; and 
they continue in this Reſolution. When Peo- 
ple are unwillingly hinder'd from Baptiſm, 
for Example, it may well be cal'd a grievous 
Calamity: But vrhen they refuſe it as un- 
neceſſary, as unſcriptural, as wann 
791 ö a 
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and uſeleſs, or even as a criminal Device; 


Then to call their want of it a Calamity, is 


not only too ſoſt a Word; but if ſuch frivo- I 


lous Excuſes are us'd by People, who are 


them(elves. accus'd of not having, been right. 


ly - baptized, it is a plain Indication of erro- 
neous: Notions, and of a Conſciouſneſs of their 


own Want of true Baptiſm. Tis the ſame 3 


here, The Eng/i/h are accuſed of wanting 


true Orders. Their Excuſe of others, who 


reject all ſuch Orders, is fuch as cannot rea- 
ſonably be thought to proceed from any Thing 


but wrong Notions of Ordination in general, 


and a Conſciouſneſs of their own original 
Want of them, in particular. In a Word, 
either true Orders can be given without Bi- 


ſhops, or they cannot. If not, then other Pro- 


teſtants have no true Miniftry, and conſe- 
quently are no true Churches. If you ſay 
true Orders can be given without Epiſcopacy 
you at once contradict all Antiquity, a 


$row inſmuate, that there is no ſufficient 


roof of your own Epiſcopacy. Steady Noti- 
ons. of Ordination would naturally have 
flowed from a ſufficient Proof of your own 
in particular, as the Uncertainty of this has 
naturally 
Notions of Orders in general. 


l Fs Reflections as thoſe 1 have hitherto 


de, muſt naturally indine every conſide- 
rate Perſon to the Catholick Side of this De- 
kate. But ſince both theſe will be farther con- 
firm'd, and others occur to be made in the 
Courſe of the following; Remarks, I will add 
here only, this one more; That the Doubts 
which have continu'd from the Beginning of 
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uc'd wavering and inconſiſtent 


= > LL 
their Pretenſions to Orders, have always, like 
other general Notions, influenc'd the common 
Language of the whole Nation. Their Cler- 
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men are never call'd Prie/ts, but when it 


> 7 6 


is apparently done with Affectation and De- 
ſign. They themſelves often, nay” generally, 
call themſelves Presbyters or Miniſters, or any 
ſuch Name rather than Priz/s.'' And tho' hie 
Words Presbyter or Miniſter may ſometimes 
be us'd in a Catholick Senſe for a Prieſt, yet 
a Church of England Pri, is an Alienation 
of Terms, and has an Oddneſs in the very 
Sound. For Pref, in the current Language, 
is a Catholick Prieſt. There is no manner 
- X and you will be readily underſtood, but not 
- be in the leaſt ſuſpected to mean a Parſon: 
As no Endeavours have ever been able to 
"XX make the Name'Ca:holick be currently under- 
XX ſtood of any others, but of us of the ancient 
Church, ſo the Word Prie/} has ever been 
=X appropriated to ours. If a Proteſiznt 'in any 
unknown Company calls himfe a Catholick, 
it would be immediately ſupposd he is one 
X of ours. And the ſame wau'd happen no 


ed 
1 


rr 


leſs, if in the like Circumſtances he call'd' 
himſelf a Prieſt. And how can one help be- 
lieving, but that if they were truly Prieſts, 
they would more currently have been allow'd 
the Title. Nor can any thing be more ob- 
& vous, than to apply here a celebrated Argu- 
ment of St. Auſtin, ſince in Effect it will need 
no other Turn, than barely to put the Word 
Fiel, where he argues from the Word Ca- 
= 7holick. Speaking of the Arguments, which 
held him in the Church, he reckons ipſum 
4 8 Catholice 
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Cat bolicæ nomen, Ge. E * Name. 1 Gas 
tholick (of 'Pricli)-which among ſuch N ers) 
a Herefies;" ger has alone * 
3 ſonfully poſſeſſad, that alibe' all 3 
retiths would Ng 0164 Gatholicks | (and their 
Miniſters be. call'd- Prieſis) Jer if any; Stran-: 
ger :a5k where: Gatholicks aſſemble, (or Where he, 
may meet with a Prieſt); uo Heretick- dares: 
direct hint to:their. N dor Houſe, (nor te 
any of their Parſons.) Thus, St. Auſtin, con. 
Ep. Fund. cap 4. and 1 hope it will not be 
thougbt duft friciently. anſwer'd by. calling it, 
as Mr. Earbery calls; another ſolemn Sentence 
of the ſame great Saint and Doctor, A fooliſh: 
Kying of F. AUS TIN's. But I hope 100, 
that - i, exceſſive Warmth which, to uſe one 
of Mr. Ken, 's Elegances, has 'parboil'd. all 
that very uine Pamphlet, 228 he calls 
a Modeſt Deen of the Engliſs Orders, is 
now abated, and that he will no longer ac- 
cuſe St. Auſtin: of Fooleries;/ (pag. 45.) nor 
. — . e by ” won to. . 6 

_ £ eppte. out of their eternal tlappimeſs. 54.) 
Otherwiſe he muſt ſtill find that Eo 8 
think ſuch Pamphlets, may, call for a chari- 
fe, Pardons, tc han for a baden are 

Wks of. ano 15 wat bak Part 6 Hate 
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' Remarks upon the Tranſlator's Preface. | 
15. 88 E it is the Tranſlation of F. I. 
O Conrayer's Book, that I am / engag'd 


to follow, I cannot omit ſome Remarks upon 


the Tranſlator's Preface, ſo far; at leaſt, as it 

leads to ſome Reflections which are of Me- 

ment to the main Queſtion. © 

of "the Tranſlator's owning there are heavy 
Prejudices againſt 1he Engliſh Ordination, 
and his noe Contempt of his Adverſaries. 

i III i w4.2 © „ LOTION 1 


16. The Tranſlator; Mr. Daniel Williams, 


; 


who calls himſelf Preshyter (conſcious, I ſup- 


poſe, how odd it would found to ſtile him- 
ſelf FPrieſt, even in the Title Page of a Book 
in Detence of his pretended Orders) begins 
his Preface with owning, that the Church of 
England Ordinations are ſtill that, upan which 
there are heavy Prejudices, and per baps more 
upon this very Head than any other. As this 
is in it ſelf very true; ſo it is a fatal Truth 
to the Tranſlator, and- to his favourite Au- 


_ thor. - For, every one muſt needs immediate- 


ly reflect upon it, and with this Queſtion 
How is it poſſible there ſhould be ſo great 


W Prejudices againſt their Orders, if there had 


evet keen any ſufficient Proof of their Vali- 
8 dity? 

„„ 
« 


dity? The Validity of Ordination, in the 27 
| whole Body of a National Church, ought to, 
be very clear, and could not be even que- 
ſtion'd, much leſs could it be poſitively de- 
nied from the very beginning, without very 
ood Reaſons. And the more: the pretended 
hurch of England values her felt, and is 
diſtinguiſh'd from other Proteſtants, upon her 
Pretenſions ta Orders, the more evident ſhould 
be the Proofs of them, the more unqueſii- 
onable the Facts upon which they are main- 


17. Mr. Williams adds; in this, Fats are 
to be followd, and not Initle low Prejudices. 
Very right. But ſtill, How is it poſſible there 
ſhould be more heavy Prejudices upon this 
Head, than perhaps upon any other, if the 
Facts in favour of it had been clear? It is 
impoſſible, that little Prejudices ſhould | either 
at firſt confront, or afterwards ſubſiſt againſt 
clear and publick Facts. If ſome weak Peo- i 
ple may be found unreaſonable: enough to 
ſtand out againſt publick Notoriety. of Facts, 
this cannot be the Caſe of, very great Num- 
bers of Learned, Wiſe and Pious Men.ũ 
If therefore there had ever been even ſuch an Or-. 
dination, as is pretended ſince Maſon produc d 
an unheard of Register, that Fact had been too 
plain to leave any room for ſuch Prejudices 

as we fee, and the Nag's-head Account —_ 3 
never have been herd 4 
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quence to repreſent our Authors as void of 
18. But however, That is here obſervable 
in him, which often 1 to Men over 
heated in a Quarrel: They ſtrike around; 
Friends and Eneniies, if they ſtand too near, 
muſt ſhare the Blaws. Thus Where he ſays 
(pag. II.) T. - Engliſh Reformation mas fo dif- 
ferent from That carry d on in France by : 
Hugonots ; one cannot but obſerve how un- 
X fortunately the Engliſh Pretenſions to Orders 
X cmbroil them with all the World and with 
themſelves. For, this is à plain Hint, that 
other Proteſtants, who have feſarmd away 
all true Ordination, cannot be juſtified in 
it; and on the other Hand, what can be 
more inconſiſtent, than to difagree in fo ma- 
terial Points as Ordination, and yet pretend 
to be in Communion. with them? How an 
Eßpiſcopal Church, can be one and the fame | 
Church with an An- Episcopal One, is nut 
conceivable. Bramball is more determinate 
nin his Cenſure upon other pretended Refor- 
mers, in the beginning of his of Con- 
I ferration and Succeſſion of Proteſtant Biſhops, 
and lets you know they were framed accor- 
ang to the brainfick Dictates of fome ſcditiaus 
== Orator, or the giddy Humours of a tumultnous 
== Multitude. Sad Caufe, which cannot be de- 
* BE fended without falling foul upon Friends as 
== well as Enemies! e , 
= 19 One might have expected, that in a 
8 Preface to a favourite French Author, who is 
ſurprizingly bold in this finking Cauſe, Mr. 
LVilliams would have been at leaſt more com- 
plaiſant to that Nation, than to add, they 
; C2 dae 
„„ 
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(20) 
have been hitherto led away by the 4g 2d of 
weak and injudicious People. But, I ſuppoſe, 
he did not reflect how ſtrange a Compliment 
he makes them, by declaring they have hi- 
therto been ſo ill provided Wich Senſe and 
Judgment, as to be led away by weak and 
injudicious People: And whither ? Into no- 
thing leſs, than facrilegious Re-ordinations. 
And by what ? By groundleſs — Strange, 
that Le Courayer alone ſhould have Senſe 
enough to recover from fo univerſal a Weak- 
neſs ofs udgment ! ; io Thas F 
20. Perhaps Mr. William, thinks he makes 
ſome Amends, by ſaying, I am very ſenſi- 
& ble That we have among our ſelves, ſome, 
„ even of the Clergy, that are ſufficiently 
© ſway'd by Prejudice and Paſhon: We have 
* our implicit Believers of Pope Joan, as well 
« as they have their Advocates for the Nag's 
„Head Story. But as nothing can excuſe 
the Raſhneſs of calling all thoſe weak and in- 
judicious, who have fo conſtantly denied the 
Validity of the Engliſh Orders, ſo there is not 
the leaſt Appearance of a juſt Compariſon be- 
tween the Fable of Pope A never general- 
ly believ'd, but by the illiterate Part of Pro- 
teſtants, and the Nag's-head Story fo univer- 
ſally believ'd by the moſt learned Catholicks. 
And methinks, unleſs he himſelf had been 
ſufficiently ſway'd by Prejudice and Paſſion, 
he would never have made the Compariſon, 
or at leaſt would never have ſaid (pag. iv.) 
* The whole Credit af this Controverſy has 
« depended upon the Reputation of a few, 
« weak, angry Writers, who in Oppoſition to 
the evident Deſigns of Nature, as well as 
| Educa 
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& Education, have intruded themſelves upon 
& the World, as great and reputable Authors. 
Poſſible he thought this a Rhetorical Period; 
but in theſe politer Days of Controverſy, we 
may ſafely leave the World to judge from 
what Quarter of the Town ſuch Eloquence 
is expected. And beſides, he immediately an- 
ſwers it, by adding, it 7s a mean Art to deſpiſe 
an Adverſary, and it is very often a great 
Weakneſs. - But in the next Page he relapſes 
again, and ſays, the Adverſaries of our Ordi. 
nations, for the moſt part, have not treated this 
Subject either like Scholars, Divines, or Gentle- 
men. And where to rank one, that can ſpeak 
thus of the learned Harding, Kapleton, Filz- 
herbert, Chamtney, &c. I know not. It was 
indeed the Misfortune of the earlier Times 
of our Controverſies, to be exceeding warm 
in their Writings, But ſure I am, ours can- 
not be thought the moſt faulty in that Rind. 
However I will not ſtand to . it by rak- 
ing up the Dirt from Jewel, Maſon, or Bram- 
hall, nor gather the ungenteel Strains of Wil. 
liams and Earbery, the leſs excuſable, becauſe 
in. theſe politer Times; willing fuch wrong 
Methods ſhould be mutually forgot, let us 
examine the Merits of the Cauſe, and excuſe 
X the. Exceſſes. What follows. in this Preface 
dͥeſerves better to be confider'd, than any Rude- 
neſs of Language. 17755 * 
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Whether Ducen Elrzabeth's Biſhops were Intru- 
"ders, or Catholic ks let their Succeſſion fall ?' | 
21. It is but very ſoftly that Le Conrayer 
ſpeaks of Queen Elrzabeth's Biſhops as Iniru- 
aers.. Yet Mr. Williams cannot forbear com- 
plaining of his Champion upon this Account. 
And tho* Intruſion may be conſiſtent with 
Validity, yet the Particulars he will here give 
us Occaſion to ſpeak of, in ſhort at leaſt, will 
not only be of Uſe to ſome of the following 
Remarks, but will naturally incline one to 
— * the Validity of theſe new pretended 
Biſhops. For, the very Nature of the Intru- | 
fion, and the Perſons intruded, will be great 
, Motives to believe, that the temporal Title 
of Biſhops was more regarded than the ſpi- 
ritual Character. ee 
22. By what Mr. Williams ſays kf — this 

Point of Intruſion of Queen Elabeth's Biſhops, 

it will appear how ill it becomes him to 
call ſuch learned Men, as deny the Engliſh 
Ordinations, weak and injudicious. Before 
this, ſays he, in King Eauurd's Reign, 

ce the Majority of our Biſhops came into 4 

« National Reformation, being headed by 

« their Metropolitan, and conſequently were 
not, at that time, upon the Foot of Intruders. 
Now, this is both falſe in Fact, and if it be 

- fuppos'd true, yet is nothing to the Purpoſe. 
It is not to the Purpoſe, becauſe if by our 
Biſhops he means the whole Body of Biſhops 

in King Edward's Reign, beſides the new 
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XZ ones of his making, no Body ever diſputed 
X their being true Biſhops in general, notwith- 
ſtanding ſome Irregularities, If he means 
thofe made, or fuppos d to be made by the 
new Ordinal, they were only fix; Fchiner, 
Hooper, Cory, Coverdale, 8 ' Harley: 


How ' juſtly theſe are call d Intruders wilt 
appear hereafter. In the mean while, where 
is. the Appearance of Logick or Divinity in 
this Argument; the Biſhops came into the Rex 
Formation, therefore they were not Intruders 2 
And moreover, if it were true, that the Ma- 
jority of Biſhops came into the Reformation; 
it would no more juſtify it, than the Greek 
Schiſm can be juſtified, becauſe in the Sy- 
nod Arn. $79. no leſs than 383 Biſhops with 
Photius. at their Head, came into his Notions; 
and according to the Tranſlator's Stile, did 
with their Metropolitan at their Head, re- 
form away the Proceſſion of the Holy C, 
from the On. As to the Bragging That the 
Metropolitan Craumer was at the Head of 
the Reformation, he ſhould have ſaid; more 
== conformably to the Oath he has taken, That 
== the King was at the Head of it, nay the-/- ; 
preme Head of it, and excluſively of any other 
Head. Nor indeed can one imagine why 
any pretended 1 Clergymen ſhould 
be ſo fond of having for their Head ſo rank 
a Presbyterian in Point of Ordination, as 
Cranmer is known to have been. 3 
23. Now if any one Doubts how wide it is 
from Truth, that the Majority of the Biſhops 
came into the pretended Reformation of King 
Edward, I with he would read the excellent 
Author of Churrh-Government, Part the Fifth: 
N 3 C4 k 5 There 
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There he will find, that notwithſtanding ſeve- 
ral unpardonable Compliances, they were ſo 
far from coming into it, that they were ex- 
tremely averſe to it in the Main. A few Ex- 
tracts from him, will clear this Matter, and be 
of Uſe to other Points of theſe Papers: Thus 
for Example, F. 104, he will ſee, That the Bi- 
ſhops of e e, Lincoln, and Lon. 
don, and others moe » (by Fox's Acknowledg- 
ment, p. 1183.) oppoſed the Duke of Somer- 

fet's Inclinations, and Endeavours in this Re- 
ſpect, the firſt Year of King Edward's Reign, 
in a Conſultation had at Windſor. F. 107. The 
fame Fox ſaying (p. 1180,) a new Face of 
| 1 began to appear, As it were on a Hage, 
new Flayers coming in, the old being thruft out; 
for the moſt Part of Biſhops, of Churches, and 
Dioceſes, were chang d. What need of this, 
ſays my Author, if the old conſented to the 
King's Mandates? Mr. Fox proceeds, Of the 
old Biſhops, ſome were committed to one 
„ Ward, ſome to another. Bonner, Biſhop of 
London, was committed to the Marſhal/ea, 
© Gardiner, Biſhop of Wincheſter, with Tonſtal, 
*© Biſhop of Dure/me, was caſt into the Tow- 
er. ? [To whom, ſays my Author, may 
be added out of Fox elſewhere 2 1280.) Day 
removed from Chicheſter, Heath from Worceſter, 
Veſy from Exeter ; likewiſe Pate Biſhop of Ro- 
cheſter, Golawel Biſhop of St. Aſaph. — Biſhop 
Elect of Bangor, are ſaid to have been baniſh- 
ed: And ſome more might be removed in like 
Manner, who happen not to be mention'd, be- 
cauſe deceaſed before the Reign of Queen Ma- 
Ty; as Wakeman- Biſhop. of Glouceſter, Holbeck 
_ Biſhop of Lincoln, Skyp Biſhop of e 
VVVVV pF, Sc. ; 5 „ 
1 . 
698 


Rug Biſhop of Norwich, as may be probably 
conjectured from Mr, Fox, his Expreſſions, but 
now rehearſed.} To whom let me add, from 
Dr. Harding, in his Detection, fol. hs That 
Biſhop Shaxton, though ſometime a Latheran, 
repented him earnefily. -1t 15 well known in 
"h the Realm,. that he died a Catholick, and 
could by no Means be brought to revolt 10 you a- 
gain, in all Ning Edward's Time. And fol. 243. 
Touching Biſhop Capon, he was never in all is 
Life wholly of your Belief. ——= But for Fear 
conformed. —= And becauſe he was known not 
to have been of your Side in Heart, he was: ſufs 
fered io keep bis State and Biſhoprick, in Queen 


Mary's; Janet © 0 t Ager Ni; 
24. Farther Inſtances of the Oppoſition of 
the Biſhops, you have in the Author of Church. 
Government, &. 120. in theſe Words from Goa. 
win, p. 223. A, D. 1548. Who alter having 
commended Day, and Tonſtal, for very Learn- 
ed Prelates, ſays, © The Drift of the Puniſh- 
** ments of ſuch Men, when in Henry's Time 
© they were accounted the Chief Lights of our 
Church, he conceives to have been, That 
he reſt of that Order, might, by their Ex- 
_ ©. ample, be admoniſhed, without Diſhmula- 
4 tion, either to reſign their Biſhopricks —— 
56 or to conform. ? Thus he: And this ſure 
is a Proof, both of Oppoſition, and that, if ſume 
conformed, it was not by coming into the Court 
Meaſures, but by being awed into them. And 
$..122. we find the King, and his Council, in 
their Letter to the Biſhop of London ( Fox: p. 
1186.) complaining, That the Fault (of Non. 
„ Compliance ) we muſt (/ay they to the Biſhop) 
we muſt, in Reaſon impute 1% hon, and _ 
; 5 555 : A ; 0 
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of your Hocation. And Fox, in the fame Place, 
complains heavily, That the Book of Com- 
mon- Prayer was contemned in many Places of 
the Realm, by the drawmg back on the other 
Kae of arvers, but eſpecially of Biſhops. And 
g 123. Rialey complains too (apud Fox p. 
1616.) “ It may be truly ſaid of the moſt Part 
of the Clergy, Parſons, Prebendaries, Arch- 
 < Deacons, Deans, yea, and I may ſay, of 
* Biſhops alſo. They were never perſua- 
« ded in their Hearts, but from heir Teeth for- 
ward, and for the King's Sake. Where- 
upon my Author very juſtly obſerves, That 
ſome outward Compliance, at the Firſt, of 
thoſe Biſhops, who made an open Oppoſition 
afterwards, avails nothing the Proteſtant Cauſe, 
ſince the latter Judgment, in ſuch Matters, is 
to be taken, eſpecially where it is no Way cor- 
rupted by, but 3 againſt Temporal 
Benefits. And then $. 124. obſerving, That 
Fuller names Bonner, Gardiner, and Tonſtal. 
for zealous Papiſts, and might have named as 
inch, Voiry, Heath, Day; he takes Notice, 
That the ſame Fuller names as Papiſts in their 
Hearts, $Samp/on Biſhop of Coventry, Capon Bi- 
ſhop of Saliſbury, Thirlby Biſhop of Norwich, 
, Buckley Biſhop of Bangor; and that beſides 
them, Parfew Biſhop of Aſaph, Kitchin Biſhop 
of Landaf}, Aldrich Biſhop of Carliſle, Goodrich 
Biſhop of Ely, Chambers Biſhop of Peterborough, 
Hing Biſhop of Oxford, who all returned to 
the Profeſſion of the old Religion in Queen 
Marys Time: Some (having but coldly com- 
ply'd, and with ſuch ReluFancy, as laid them 

open to the Spoil, though not the Loſs of their 
Biſhopricks, ſays Heylin p. 100.) And Fuller, 
48 
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aaking' of the Oppoſition made in Queen Eli. 
28555 Reign, by Foſs who had comply'd in 
King Edward's, gives This as the only-Reafon 
of it, That growing Old, and neur their: Gries, 
they grew more Conjeremions. To which my Au- 
thor very juſtly adds, That their long Experi- 
ence of the Arbitrary, ana Floating ey Reli- 
gion, under a ſecular Sipremacy,' excited them 
in their old Age, to an open maintaining of 
their Catholick Principles. And 5 125. he 
makes this important Reflection (which he had 
more particularly made F. 51.) That as to the 
Inferior Clergy, thongh many of them were 
changed in King Edwara"s Days, © Yet fo ma- 
“ ny remained ſtill of the Old Religion, ei- 
« ther in Heart, or alſo in Profeſſion, that a 
“ Synod being called, within five, or fix Days 
&« after ae Man's Coronation, before any 
© new Moulding of this Eccleſiaſtical Body, 
« all of them, except fix, voted againſt King 
« Eαν . ο Reformation. Thus the Au- 
(hor of Churth-Government : Out of whom 1 
will only add, that $. 167. Fuller is quoted, 
alledging for a Reafon, why the King would 
not truſt the Convocation' of 1 5 52. t# medale in 
Church. . and Matters a Religion, be- 
cauſe he? had a juff Fealbuſy of the Ii-Afeftion 
of the mitjor Part of them, to his pretended Re- 
ormation. And theſe Particulats, to omit ſe- 
veral others; are more than fufficietit, to ſhew, 
That the Majotit of the Biſhops did not come 
into King Edward's Changes of Religion. 
2 5 We ſhall now fee, that Mr. Villiamt is 
no leſs miſtaken, in pretending, That Queen 
Mary's Biſhops were with more Tuftice to be re. 
puted Intrudrrs (p. 7.) than thoſe whom Queen 
eee Co 
3 » , . 
» 
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Elnabeth put in their Places. Whereupon this 
Queſtion immediately occurs, and might alone 
decide this Point; What Authority had King 
Edward, or Queen Elizabeth, either in Secu- 
lar, or Eccleſiaſtical Affairs, which was not e- 
qually in Queen Mary? Conſequently if they 
could lawfully reform away the Old Religion, 
ſurely ſne might full as Legally reform it back 
again. In Effect, Queen Mary only re- eſta- 
bliſn'd the Ancient Government of the Church, 
and that Religion, which for many Centuries, 
had been the Religion of the Nation, and the 
World. How can the Tranſlator pretend, That 
WED Mary Biſhops: were Arbitrarily, andein 
| Defiance, both of our Eccleſiaſtical, and Civil 
Laws, put into the Place of the Proteſtant Bi- 
| ſhops? What ſtrange Language is this, to talk 
of all our Laus, as if the contrary Laws had 
not laſted more Centuries, than King Eduard 
had reigned Years ? Did not _ Mary a& 
by thoſe Ancienter Laws, which ſhe had only 
re-eſiabliſÞ?a, and had repeaFd the new Ones # 
Were not thoſe Ancient Ones enacted by the 
Conſent, and the new Ones in Oppoſition to 
the Body of the Clergy ? W 
26. But ſince his Aſſertion is ſo wild in Ge- 
neral, let us ſee what it is in Particular; Who 
were the Biſhops ſhe caſt out, and for what? 
Mr. Collier, in a few: Pages, gives this Ac- 
count of them, in his Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, 
Tom. 2. Cranmer was condemn'd for Treaſon; 
own'd it, and ſubmitted to her Mercy, g. 354. 
The Biſhop of Cheſter, the Arch-Biſhop of Torł, 
and Barlow, deprived. for Marrying after their 
f of pine te Hooper 

of Worceſter, Harley of Hereford, for their Mit- 
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behaviour, having taken their Sees from King 
Edward the Sixth, with this oy 0 Clauſe, 
Duamaliu ſe bene geſſerint, and, ad placitum, 2 

65. And Mr. Collier, 9 4 fairly ob 
erved, That upon the Repeal of the Statutes 
lately enacted, the Canon- Law recover d its Force 
upon the Married Clergy; He adds, Sory 
comply'd, and ſubmitted” to his 1 e 
as did alſo Barlou, ibid. He obſerves too, 
That Ridley (beſides his being a Traytor) was 
ſet aſide by reverſing the Sentence of Bonners 
Deprivation, and gives a broad Hint that Poi- 
net withdrew no leſs for his treaſonable Tem- 
per, than upon other Accounts. Thus we ſee 
they were legally deprived, and moſt of them 
for Crimes partly owned by themſelves, partly 
proved according to Statutes now ſettled again 
upon their ancient Footing. On the Contrary 
the Catholicks in Q. Elizubeih's days were de- 
rived only upon account of the ancient Re- 
Fieion, With what Face then can the Tran/la- 

tor make the Compariſon ? Eſpecially if you 
add - theſe farther Reflections from Chur. Gov. 
Part V. C. 189. © That of the fifteen Catho- 
< lick Biſhops there were only four that came 
into the Place of Proteſtant Biſhops living. 
« viz. Heath, Bourne, Chriſiopherſon and Tur- 
&« berville, into the place of Holgate, Barlow, 
« Sory and Coverdale: For, all the reſt ſuc- 
« ceeded either Catholick Biſnhops, or Pro- 
© teſtant Biſhops deceaſed ; and thoſe four 
< Proteſtant Bifhops were all married, and ſo 
« excluded by the Canons; and three of them 
« married Monks, Holgate, Barlow, Coverdale. 
„But of the fifteen Catholick Biſhops there 
« were only two that came into the place of 
| | any 
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© any Proteſtant Biſhops when living; whic 
© Proteſiant Biſhop had not firſt enter'd in- 
< to the place of. a Catholick Biſhop when 
living. For Scory and Coverdale, came into 
„ Days and Hoicy's Biſhopricks in K. Edwards 
% Days vrhilſt they living. The Truth of theſe 
* things you may ſee in Goduim's Catalogue, 
and others, What then can the Trauſlator mean 

by 11 5 the Marian Biſhaps were illegally 
and 3 Confecrated? Was not O. 
Mary as much Head, as Queen Elnabeth? Is 
it Schiſmatical to ſubmit 10 the Head? Is 


it gpl ta act by Lavrs and Canons. reviv- 
ed ? How can he ſay the Metropoluan was un- 


cotdemy*d? Was he not condemn'd and juſt- 
Iy, even by his own Acknowledgment? In a 
Word, when the Franſlator has the confidence 
to ſay the &£hi/maticalneſs of Q. Marys Pro- 
ceedings againft the Proteſtant Biſhops Will 
appear ident to any one that examines in- 


tie the Hitary of thoſe Times, ſure he fondly 


ſuppoſed no one would take the Pains to call 
Him to account for ſo wild an Aſſertion. 

; 27. De Jupf rang the wa * en fol- 
ows? | poſing, it granted (ſays he pag. 
< 7.) that our firſt Bithops did not "ig 4 
© gally get into Poſſeſſion —— And that Q. 
ts Naas were unjuſtly depoſed; yet ſince 
< they took no care to keep up their Succef- 
fin, but ſuffered it to drop, the Biſhops, 
« put in by Q. Elizabeth, became afterwards, 
upon the Death of the others, to be le- 
galy poſſeſs d of their Biſhopricks, becauſe 
e there were none that either did or could 
„ put in a Claim. af Right in Oppoſition ite 
* theirs. —— Is not this a very extraordi- 

A nary 
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nary piece of Logick and Chankan! ? It was 
made at firſt a Pæmunire, at leaſt, and at- 
terwards Treaſon, to pretend any Orders 
from the Church 'of Rome, and here the a- 
voiding the Danger of that treaſonable Claim, 
is by a new reformed Logick calld a taking 
no care to keep it up, but Suffering it to 
drop; and then by a new _reform'd Canon- 
Law, illegal Biſho = are faid to become le- 

- 40 the Death of thoſe, who were unjuſt- 
| ſed, without any Fatriarchal Power 
4 by aſe. Ws or remove the Illegality af 
their former Intruſion. But what — . 
Is rather worſe. On the contrary, ſays he 

„ page 8. thoſe of our Country, who adhered 
io a foreign Communion, upon their Suffer- 
&« ing their Sursee of Biſhops to fall, ceaſed 
- the Foot even of a nati ; 
8: 88 r a national Church without 
c Biſhops, is, I think, ſomething new, even 
in the Opinion of learned Men in Commu- 
© nion with the Church of Rome. This, Ifay, 
is rather ſtill worſe. Firſt, becauſe Catholicks 
adhering to the old Communion, now become 
partly foreign by the Misiortune of the Times, 
yet ſtill were under the Epiſcopal Goyernment 
of their Patriarch, and Supreme Biſhops, un- 
der whom the Nate had long flouriſhed. 
Thus tho? they did not drop their Suoceſ- 
ſion or let it fall, | were Hinder d from ĩt 
by the Severi Lag Laws yet they were 
not without a Secondly, becauſe the 
Tranſlator here prin unchurches thoſe Prq- 
teſtants, that is, almoſt all Proteſtants, who 
not An Kan e hay even an 
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the Inſtitution and call it Antichriſtiari. This 
in Short, on the Tranſlator's Preface. 


| = ok OWE Es « ON 
Upon F. Le Courayer's Preface and firſt 


Chapter. 


28. T EAVING to the Searcher of Hearts 
ITY what the Librarian profeſſes of his 
ood Intentions in writing his Book in De- 
ence of the Engliſh Ordinations, and taking 
no Notice of his Compliments to his Tran/- 
lator, fince theſe at leaſt, may be taken for 
things of Courſe; one cannot however omit 
obſerving, that in his Letter to Him, he is 
not content to compare the Nag's-head Ac- 
count to the impertinent Fable of Pope Joan, 
e but adds, Some of our Schoolmen, and the 
oa — part of our Divines, or Catholick 
1 Prieſts of the Country, are no leſs attach'd 
«-to the one, than the Rabble among the Pro- 
teſtants were to the © other. Certainly; thus 
comparing the Rabbl: of Proteſtants to Catholick 
Divines, will be thought by all moderate Pro- 
teſtants a Forfeiture of that Title to Candor and 
Judgment, with which he was compliment-_ 
ed by his Tranſlator. And if only the Rab- 
Ble of Proteſtants were attach'd to the Fable 
of Pope Joan, why did he fay juſt before, 
that Blonde! refuted it in Spite of the Cla- 
mors of the Miniſiry? Could he not diſtin 
guiſh between Mznifiers and Rabble? _ 
mee 
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ſince the greateſt. Part of our Divines and Prizfts 
(Men whom every Catholick muſt ,.own to 
have been generally Learned and Pious, and 
of whom many ſuffer'd ſo much, even to 
Martyrdom for Religion) believed the Nags 
head Conſecration, there can be no Candor 
or Judgment to compare this Account with 
the Fable of Joan, or at beſt, We muſt ex- 
cuſe him for want of Reflection. 


n 


Of Maſon's Book, and the Biſbop of Meaux's 


Lotter concerning this Queſtion. _ 
29. Le Courayer immediately in his Preface 
tells. the Reader, That Maſon is the 15 he finds 
to have defended the Validity of the Engliſh 
Ordinations with Succeſe, and commends him, 
as having done it with great Variety and Judg- 
ment. pag. 1. Variety, I grant, there is abun- 
dance, in ſeveral things extremely foreign to 
the main Subject, which makes the leaſt part 
of his Work. And this at leaſt is no proof 
of his Judgment. I have only ſeen the firſt 
Edition of Him printed by Robert Barker. 
London 1613. But very learned Men, par- 
ticularly with Regard to the Latin Editions 
which are much larger, think Him the moſt flat 
Dialog iſt, the fulleſt of the moſt pitiful Fables 
and meaneſt Injuries, and the moſt tedious Con- 
trovertiſt one can poſſible read. But leaving this 
to the Reader, let us ask any impartial Man this 
obvious Queſtion: Since Maſon's Defence came 
above ſiſty Tears after the Validity of thoſeOrders 
had been queſtion'd,or peak more properly,at- 
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* » | 
* 


£:26-)- 


ter it had been conſtantly denied, how Gan one. 
avoid thinking there muſt have been ſome- 
thing very particular, that made Proteſtants 
ſo long Un/uccefsful in their Defence ? Confe- 


quently one cannot but judge, That the pre. 


tended Rcgiſter, firſt. produced by Mafon, was 
unknown to  Fewel, Horn, and all others fo 


much 'concern'd in the Queſtion. Is it Ima- 


ginable no one ſhould have ever urged it 
as a Proof for fo long a Time, or that it ſhould 
be ſo long unknown both to Friends and E- 
nemies ; or if known, not produced? As ſoon 
as Maſon had mention'd it, it began to be 
loudly proclaimed by Proteſtants, and as toud- 
ly — by Catholicks. No ſtronger In- 
ſtance can be given, in a Caſe of this Na- 


ture, That no ſuch Regiſter was ever known 


before, and conſequently that it was not in 
Being, till forged about that time by Matt 


pr ſome ſuch Journy-men ; or at leaſt, That 
if it was known or made before, That it was 


not to appear till after a convenient number 
of Years, for the hke Reaſons. as Burnet's 


Stories of his Times were not to be publiſh'd 


till after his Death. But as T ſhall Have far- 


ther occaſion to enlarge upon theſe Reflecti-· 


ons, let us proceed with his Preface. 


30. Pag. 5. As our Authors, ſays he, bave 


hitherto bern inclining to the other fide of the 


| Sueflign, the World will Auubrleſs be ſurpriz'd, 


that I fhould ahandon them. He ſhould not 


have faid inclining only. For they have been 
y are ſo to ſuch 


poſitive and unanimous. T 
24 Degree, That fure there is not a truer word 
in his Book, than this of his ſurprizing the 
World. The World is perfeQly aſtoniſh'd at 


d 
him 


a 
him. Till he owned himſelf the Author” it 
feem'd incredible. Now he has ned it, I 
cannot but {till ſay with St. Auftin, urrum fe 
alictaveras, an aliunde queſieris, non ſatis ad. 
miror. Contra Fug. Donat. initios. I cannot 
fufficiently wonder” whether he dictated At 
himſelf, or ſougkt it from elſewhere. 
cially fince he wns, he abandons Catholick 
Divines in Defence of theChurch of ENGLAND. 
This Expreſſion is unfortunately too accarate. 
For he does not fay only the' Orders, but the 
Charch of ENGLAND ; and in Effect he ap- 
pu to defend not only that One, but other 

oints in Which the Engliſh have abandon'd 
the Church. However „p Ver thoſe - 
cher Points with the moſt favourable Imer- 
22 they can hype: eps! dear, e does 
mean by preſently That as to 
the preſent Queſtion, his Option: if not iſo new 
nd fo; Surpriznug, and That he can 8 
the molt untxcopi 122 Authority to allay't 
Scruples 2 2 „ Den Juſt now the Worle 
would Heſs be ſurpritel Here it is not 
fo furprizing. (bend 11 was, our Authors ge- 
nerally ; here it is ſome Divines.” Is Truth — 
Sincerity ſubject to ſuch ſudden Varyings? 
And what is this unexceptionable Authori- 
ty? Why truly nothing but a Bit of a Let- 
ter of the Bishop of Meaux to Mabillon.” As 
if one man's Opinion, and that deliver'd in 
a Familiar Letter, tho ſuch Letters are oſten 
penn d with more Suddenneſs than Accuracy, 
were ſufficient Authority againſt the pr thlick 
and conſtant Opinion and Practice of all the 
moft learned Catholicks, who. had carefully 
diſcuſſed the Controverſy. . aſter all, what 


| does 
» » : 
: 
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does this Letter ſay? The Words ate: * As 
to the Succeſſion (of Biſhops) at the Begin- 
c“ ning of the Schiſm, the Englih advance 
ee that there is not the leaſt Difficulty; and 
4 herein they ſeem to be in the Right. But 
either by the Beginning of the Schiſm he only 
means in Henry the 8th's Days, or certainly, 
one cannot take theſe Words more favoura- 
bly, than to ſuppoſe they came from that 
learned Biſhop, in that Suddenneſs, which, as 
Ihave ſaid, is ſo common in Familiar Letters. 
Otherwiſe it is not excuſable, in a Man of 
any Learning, to ſay there is no Difficulty 
in this Point, wherein, Men by no means 
inferior to that Biſhop in Learning, have found 
Jo great a Difficulty, as even to re- ordain all, 
who returned to the Church, from the Eu- 
gliſh, to the Catholick Clergy. Even that Bi- 
ſhop, as cited in the Librarian's Records (pag. 
320) does not ſpeak as having ſufficiently ex- 
amined the Queſtion, and fix d his Opinion. 
For he adds: It depends upon Fat; and 
« the Holy See will not fail to act in this 
Matter accord ing to it's uſual Gircumſpecti- 
„% on, © As therefore he had ſaid before, it 
ſeems only, which is a doubtfull Expreſſion, 
ſo here he plainly inſinuates, That the Facts are 
to be farther examined, before it can be ex- 
pected the Church will alter her Opinion of 
the Engliſh Orders, and allow them to be va- 
lid. And is it not plain too, that according 
to that Circumſpection of the Holy See, which 


his Letter ſuppoſes to be great and uſual, it 


would never have ſo long denied the Vali- 
dity of thoſe Orders without good Grounds? 
The Librarian therefore, does not only, with 


« 2 
. 


( 


an unpardonable Raſhneſs, condemn our Di- 


| vines, but in Reality accuſes the Holy See of 
Raſhneſs, and Want of that Circumſpection, 


which 18 uſual to it, when he -ſays - pag. Fa 
* The Major Part of our Divines unworthily 
« condemn'd the Validity of the Engliſh: Ordi- 
© nations, becauſe they never ſeriouſly examined” 
_ © the State of the Queſtion, but were rather 
6 byaſs'd by Prejudice and Numbers, than by 
« any true Knowledge of the Affair“. Here 
again, inſtead of ſome Divines, he grants us the 


Major Part. Nor yet is it enough to ſay the 


Major Part. For the Conſent of Catholick Di- 
vines is ſo univerſal, That the like can ſcarce be 
ſhewn in any other Point depending fo: much 
upon Fas. And being ſo very Univerſal, it 
cannot conſequently be thought Unwarily gi- 
ven into. Eſpecially, conſidering the Impor- 
tance of the Matter; and that, as Le Courayer 
obſerves, very truly, within a few Lines at- 

ter, Rœordinations have always carried along 
with them ſomething odious in the Face of the 


Church. One cannot therefore imagine they: 


ſhould have been conſtantly. and univerſally 
practiſed above a Hundred and feventy Years: 


upon unwary Prejudices, without ever ſeriouſ- 


ly examining the State of the Queſtion, And 
2 Catholick, raſh enought to caſt ſuch an Af- 

perſion upon us, might well expect to he 
charged with Odious Conſequences, © 


The Changes. of the Engliſh Adminiſtration of 


Orders, and of Ordaining Miniſiers from Scots 
land. Anno 16⸗ 1b 7 
31. The Librarian begins his firſt Chapter 

; 3 86 * D 3 : 5 f With 


3 


{ 


(38) 
with an Hiſtorical Account of the Changes, 
which have happen'd in | the Ordinations of 
the Engliſh, fince the pretended Reformation. 
Where by the bye, it is obfervable, That he 
never calls it Pretended. Perhaps he avoid- 
ed that Word as offenfive to the Engliſb. But 
ſure the Compliment is too great when Truth 
is {0 conſtantly: ſuppreſs d. The Word is no 
otherwiſe offenſive, than as it fignifiesa ground- 
leſs and unjuſtifiable Separation Rom the Church; 
and — ns the conſtant Omiſſion of it, is 
a very infignificant Compliment, after he has 
owned they are guilty of Hereſy and Schiſm; 
and has {aid in the Beginning of this firſt 
3 pag. 17. That the Engliſh S hiſm had 
ſo Inanſprewas a Beginning from the Divorce 
of Henry. the 8th, and ended: in the Repeal of 
the antient Laws, and of all Subordination to 
a lawful. Authority. Which words are more 
particularly to be obſerved; becauſe where 
ancient Lau, and all Snbordination to a laws- 

; ful Authority in Eccleſiaſtical Affairs, of which 
= the Diſcount is, has been abandon'd, it can- 
|} not be wonder'd/to find, That the eſſentikl Laws 
of Ordinations ſhould: ſoon come to be utter. 
th. negleted: And this Remark leads one to 
obſerve, that the Librarians Hiſtory of the 
Changes of the Eugliſb, in the Adminiſtration. 
of Orders, appears to be ſtudiouſſy deſective. 
For he muſt have been ſenſible, That an ac- 
count of ſuch changes could not be very ſig- 
nificant, unleſs the Reader were acquainted 
with the Principles and Intentions of thoſe, 
who made ſuch Changes. But thefe could 
not have been fairly ſtated, without giving 
the Reader a very great Preſumption en 


9 | 


1 
the Validity of Ordinations made upon ſuch 
wrong Principles, and which fo nearly at- 
fect the Eſſentials of Ordination. According- 
ly, Le Courayer paſſes over thoſe Principles 
in Silence, which ſhall be declared in the 
Courſe of theſe Remarks, as well as an Ac- 
count of the Engliſb Changes in this Matter. 
At Preſent, I will only obſerve upon e 

ter, what he ſays of the ordaining tho 
_Sotch Miniſters fent for by K. © I. anno 

1610. Not with Regard to Sotland, for there 
our Adverſaries grant Epiſcopal Succeſſion to 
have been broken, but to thew what was 
thought, Even in- England, concerning Ordina- 
32. He tells us pag. 22. That when King 
James the Firft, anno 16 10. got three Miniſters 
from Scotland to be ordain'd by the Biſhops 
« of London, Ely, Roc heſter and Worceſter 
« the - Biſhop of Ely infiſted ta have theſe 
«© Miniſters ordain'd Prieſts, before they were 
“ gonfecrated, they not having received the 
* Order of Frieſt od from any Bifbop. But 
« Bancroft Arch-Biſhop of Canterbumy main- 
«© tain'd that the Ordination given by Prieſts 
«* ought to be eſteemed Valid, tho? it was 
«* not adminiſtred by Biſbopt; for otherwiſe 
the greateſt part of the ręformd Church 
„ would be found to want Miniſters; an 
that the Epiſcopal Powers did otherwite fup- 
C ply the r ce; for wich he brou fe 

Names out of Antiquity. All acquieſced 


« in his Opinion, and contented Themſelves 
* in Conſecrating the new Biſhops without 
“ conferring the inferior Orders upon them 
WTO B „ e 


(40) 

The Librarian cites for theſe Particulars, Spots- 
wood, Colderwood, Heylin and Collier. Nor 
indeed could ſo ſtrange a Paſſage be credi- 
ted without good Authority. And methinks, 
one cannot but look upon it as very. provi- 
dential, that it is ſo well atteſted.  For,. from 
hence it appears how looſe Notions Bancroft 

and the other _ Biſhops had of Ordination, 
in allowing it to be good, tho' given only 
by Prieſts, nay even by mere Preſbyterian El- 
ders, who are too well known to have looked 
upon Impoſition of Hands as unneceſſary, 
not to ſay Antichriſtian. We may then ſate- 
ly appeal to any unprejudiced Perſon, whe- 
ther ſuch ſtrange Opinions concerning Or- 
dination, do. not very naturally incline, or ra- 
ther force one to believe they proceeded from a 
Perſuaſion. in Bancroft and thoſe other preten- 
ded Engliſh Biſhops, that their own Orders 
could not be juſtity'dor accounted valid, unleſs 
| Prieſts could ordain? And this appears more 
particularly from 'that Reaſon which Bancroft 
gives, viz. That otherwiſe the greateſt Part of the 
Reformed Churches would be found to want 
 Mainiſters.For it is certain, the greateft Part of 
them had not received Orders, even from Prieſts. 
And yet we ſee Bancroft thought them ſuf- 
ficiently Ordain'd. Nor was this indeed the 
Nippon only of Bancroft, and thoſe other four 
aſſociates of his, but (as Burnet pag. 258 cited 
by Ward .in-his Controverſy o 7 9 GA pag- 
65 ſays) we are very ſure, That not only thoſe, 
who penn'd the Articles, but the Boay of. this 
Church, for above. half an Age after, did ac- 
knowledge the foreign Che fo conſtituted 
VVV 


([ 41) 5 
(without Biſhops) to be true Churches as to 
all the Eſſentials of @ Church. Rein 
33. But, becauſe Burnet's Hiſtorical Faith, 
is not to be heeded, unleſs ſupported by more 
credible Vouchers, 1 will here confirm this 
Point with the Authority of the learned Uni- 
verſity of Oxford. In the Annals of Queen 
Anne, An. 5. Appendix. pag. 196. There is a 
Letter of that Univerſity to the Paſtors of G. 
eva. . Theſe following Lines of it are par- 
ticularly remarkable. Alieniſſimum eſt a 
4 noſtrà Charitate Eccleſias illas reformatas, 
& quæ ineluctabili neceſſitatis lege adactæ, a 
« primxva Epilcopals regiminis forma hau 
© ſponte ſua receſſerunt tanquam legitimis Pa- 
: 22 aut Sacramentis rite adminiſtratis pe- 
« nitus deſtitutas, rigidi nimis cenſura dam 
« nare:. A judicio hoc de yeſtra Eccleſia fe- 
rendo longe ſemper abfuerunt e Theologis 
c noſtris celeberrimi, qui peregre commoran- 
« tes ſacris veſtris libenter interfuerunt. Sed 
Jonge diſpar eſt noſtrorum Schiſmaticorum 
« veſtrã cauſa, multum diverſa noſtra de 
* 11s ſententid; qui cum nulla neceſſitate 
« compulſi legitimæ Epiſcoporum Authoritati 
“ ſe ſubtrahunt, Geneve exemplum perduelli- 
« ont ſuæ obtendunt, veſtro patrocinio adeo 
4 minime ſufſulti, ut Calvinus veſter illos 
& qui talem Hierarchiam (quali nos fruimur) 
“non . revereantur, ſummaque obedientia ob- 
« ſervent, nullo non anathemate dignos cenſcat. 
* Id ſane optandum erat, ut antiqua illa 
Eccleſiæ per Epiſcopos gubernandæ ratio 
quam Apoſtoli. a Chriſto ipſo fidei noſtræ, 
40 f r 5 
: Autore edocti, et pleniori Spiritus Sancti 
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<' Beza veſter nobis optavit perpetuam. Nos 


| Neceſſity of Galviniftr, which made them aban- 


(42) 


« menſura perfuſi inſtituerunt, per univer- 


_ © ſum orbem Chriſtianum etiamnum vigeret. 
© Hanc nos Diſciplinam, autoritate 171 


&* gumana fundatam, ac divina providentia, 
per omnia quz ab Apoſtolorum uſq; tem- 
4 poribus fluxerunt ſæcula, ad nos tranſmil- 


„ fam, non fine ſingulari Dei beneficentia re- 


« tinemus. Quam quidem beneficentiam 


& viciſſim vobis ac reformatis omnibus Ec- 


& cleſiis communem fore ardentiſſimis votis 


efflagitamus Datæ Oxonij prid. Id. 
« Feb. An. D. 1706. in frequent; Convoca- 


% tione omnmm Doctorum ac Magiſtrorum, 


% tam Regentium quam non Regentium. 
4 Ita teftor G. Cooper Notarius Publicus, 
a Regiſtr. Univ. Oxon. . 
234. The greater Regard one ought to have 
for this celebrated Univerſity, upon Account 
of its Learning, the more one is forc'd to 
grieve at obſerving to what Inconſiſtencies 


Learned Men are carried, when they abandon 


the Church: But omitting ſeveral other Re- 


flections, which might be made upon that 
Letter, let us only point out, in ſhort, theſe 
two, which regard more nearly the preſent 


Debate. Firſt, As to their excuſing the Cal- 
vmiſts, for their rejecting Epiſcopacy upon a 
Pretence of Neceſſity, it has been already ob- 
, as alſo how 
naturally it leads to think, That they are conſci- 


ſerv'd (Numb. 11; 12. and 0 how weak 
this is, and how ungrounded 


ous of a Defect in their pretended Orders, 


and That if it was not the Choice, but the 


don 


And Where is the Difference between this, 


8 
don Epiſcopacy; yet it muſt be: their Crime 
that makes them perſiſt in the Refuſal, My. 


Creſſy in his Exomologeſis Ch. 10. N. 1. ob- 
ſaves, That they have been earneſtly follieited, 
namely by Biſhop Morton, to receive a Clergy 
by the Ordination of the Engl Biſhops, but 
nterly perſited in the Refuſal. Nor do the 
Gentva Miniſters, either in their Letter to the 
Univerſity of Oxford, or in thoſe to the Biſhop 
of London (printed in the Annals of Queen 

Anne) make the leaſt Advance towards ad- 
mitting Epiſcopacy. Sconah, Where th 

Umverfity ſays, They never thought the Cal. 
vinſts were deſtitute of True Paſtors, or Right 
Adminiftration of Sarraments, They muſt con: 
ſequently admit, that mere Laymen may ke 
true Paſtors, and Miniſters of the Sacraments: 
For the Calviniffs, having no true Ordinati- 
on, can be no more than mere Laymen. 
They muſt farther acknowledge, that neither 
making the Euchariſt is a Prieſtly, nor ma- 
king true Miniſters an Epiſcopal Function, 


ſince both may be done by Laymen, and wich- 


out Ordination. Can theſe Sentiments be, at 
the Bottom, any better than the Pre/Syterran 
Principles? Can Men, who have theſe No- 
tions, be thought to mean any thing ſerious, 

when they talk of the E/ential Matter and 
Form of Ordination, whilſt they allow) of 
true Priefts and true Sacraments, where they 
own thoſe Eſſentials are not uſed 7 To talk, of 
Water being the eſſential Matter of Baptiſm, 
and then tell us, That it may be rightly ak 
miniſtred without it, is either an impious Feſt, 
or an unaccountable Want of Reflection. 


and 


* 3 


; (44) | 
and telling us, what is eſſential to a valid 
making true Miniſters and true Sacraments ; 
and then adding, That both may be had with- 
out thoſe Eſſentials? Yet this, we are told, zs and 
was always the Opinion of the Univerſity, and 
of the moſt celebrated Divines of the Church 
of England by Law eſtabliſn'd. A plain In- 
dication, That it is not from the Impoſition 
of Hands, but from the Lau, that they de- 
rive their Orders. And in this Reſpect the 
Vniverſity may very well be underſtood to 
ſtyle the Diſſenters guilty of a Kebellious (per- 
duellioni) withdrawing themſelves from the | 
dawful Authority] (legitimæ Autoritati) of Bi- 
ſhops. But certainly it was a very improper 
Expreſſion to ſpeak to the Men of Geneva of 
a Rebellion againſt their lawful Biſhops. It 
might look very like a ſly Reproach of their 
Rebellion againſt. their Biſhop and Prince, 
with which, they are ſo fairly and openly re- 
proach'd in Mr. Collier's Hiſtory ; which 
makes it ſtill more ſtrange to hear the Uni- 
verſity add, That the Diſſenters are not ſup- 
ported in their  Anti-epiſcopal Sentiments by 
Calvin's Doctrine or Example. Their Letter 
E quotes Calvin indeed, as ſaying, That thoſe 
eſerve the ſevereſt Anathema, who do not 
reverence ſuch a therarchy (talem Hierarchiam) 
as. that of England. But alas! What does 
this prove, but either Calvin's, or their Incon- 
ſiſtency? Theirs, if they are ſatisfy'd with Gal- 
vin's Notions of a Hierarchy ; and His, if he 
pretended by thoſe Words to allow Epiſcopa- 
ey for an Apoſtolical and divine Ordinance, 
which, it is well known, he believ'd to be 
merely human, if not wore. And when, nine, 
4 | the 
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| the learned Gentmen of Oxford wiſh other 
reform'd Churches would admit of Epiſco- 
pacy; when they own it was taught the Apo 
ſtles by Chriſt, and by the particular Intlu- 
ence of the Holy Ghoſt, when they on it, 


flouriſh'd all over the Univerſal Church through _ 


| all Ages, as founded upon more than human 


Authority; We heartily join in the Wiſh and 
the Profeſſion ; adding this farther Wiſh, that 
it were more - conſiſtent with their other 
Principles and Proceedings. 

35. But, how little it is ſo, we have an- 
other Inſtance in the Librarian, pag. 23. He 
there tells us, That aſter the Reſtoration, King 
Charles the Second call'd four Fresbyterian 
Miniſters to London, An. 1664. Who (ſays 
Le Courayer, citing Mr. Collier) “ after they 
were made ſenſible of the Iuvalidity of their 


former Ordinations, were firſt ordain'd Dea- 


« cons and Prieſts, and afterwards were con- 
& ſecrated: —_— by the Biſhop af Vin- 
e cheſter, aſſiſted by two others.“ I could 

hardly believe a Fact ſo: oppoſite to that of 
Bancroſt's, till J had confulted Mr. Collier. 
And when I found it ſo well atteſted, I could 
not but ſay: : Whence could ſuch Inconſi- 
ſtencies proceed? Sure they argue a wrong, 
Beginning. Uncertainty of their orginal 
Orders, or a Conſciouſneſs of their De- 


fect, is the only way to account for ſuch 


varyings in Opinions concerning Validiiy, 
and in Proceedings in conferring Orders. What 
was thought Valid in Bancroft's Days, 
was judg'd Invalid at the Reſtoration. Their 
Opinions alter with the Times. A certain 
Argument of wrong Principles. And it 

is 
„ | 


646) 
is particularly remarkable, That Bancroft's 
Opinion prevailing in the Year 1610, is a 
great Proof, That the Regiſter publiſh'd firfi 

y Maſon in the Year 1613, was unknown or 
un herdcd by that Archbiſhop of Canterbury (in 
whoſe Cuſtody it muſt have been) Three 
| Years before. The Reaſon is clear. For if 
it was known or heeded in Bancroft's Days, 
if whe Validity. of the: ack: oil Wel 
be grounded upon it, then certainly it is not 
imaginable, That Bancraſt and the reſt of the 
Biſhops, and the whole Cletgy and Church 
of England, ſhould acquieſce, as we have ſeen 
(Num. 32.) in ſuch odd Notions and Proceed. 
ings with regard to Orders. I ſaid, he whole 
Church of ENGLAND, becauſe it muſt 
| have been @ common Duty to proteſt againſt 
ſuch Opinions as were ſo plainly deſtructive 
of a true Epiſcopal Hierarchy, as thoſe have 
been proved to be, Num. 32, 33. It is in- 
conceivable, That Men, who either held a true 
Epiſcopal Succeſſion to be neceſſary, or could 
prove their own Succeſſion by ſuch a Regi- 
lier, ſhould in the Sight of the Nation allow 
mere Presbyterian Miniſters to be as good 

Miniſters as themſelves. I ſhall have far⸗- 
ther Occaſion to ſhew, That as the Church of 

England changed the Forms of Ordination, 
becauſe ſhe changed the true Doctrine 
Epiſcopal and Sacerdotal Powers, ſo ſhe viſibly 
changed her Language and Doctrines of 
Epi ſcopacy, hen the began to prove her Suc- 
ceſſion by the pretended Regiſter. Here 1 
will only add (leſt I may be thought to 
have over ſtretched the Calviniſt's Principles of 
allowing, That not only Prieſts, n, 

| | make 
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ca) | 
make true Miniſters) That Dr. Bennet in his 
Diſcourſe of Schiſm, Chap. 11. quotes theſe ex- 
preſs Words a nd Facts from Dr. Maurice. 
« By, the Princi s of thoſe Churches Lay 
8 5 my. conter Orders in ſome Caſes ; 


« appears , by Ro firſt Ordination in Paris, 
CC _— there” WAS no P resbyter preſent ; and 


« by, the Confeſſion of "tir MW! 0 Conſe» 


“ rence of Palſy.” bo , 8 
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36. TI Second, Cha Gp — 


is one of the ſhorteſt Book, 


will require a large Number of Remarks to 


put thoſe Matters in a clear and diſtinct Light, 


which he has only huddled together in ſhort. 


How conſiſtent it is with, Gander to have 
ſlightly touched upon the many Reaſons there 
are. to doubt, at leaſt of the very Fact 
Parker's Conlecration, let others judge. But 


how very lightly the Librarian has really 
done it, will appear, when after having pro- 


duc'd our Pro 5 1 ſhall come to a 
particular Application of Sion to what he ſays, 
either in favour. of his own. and the Proteſtant 


Account of {His Ae or in ran ine 


of nen 
5 1. 


CF. 


General Reflections upon the Protefiant Account of 


Parker's Conſecration. 


37. Every one knows in general, how 
ſtrangely different are the Accounts of the 
Fai of Mathew Parker's Ordination accordin 
to Catholicks on one Hand, and the Engliſh 
Froteſtauts, on the other. Thoſe maintain it 
was done (in a manner, own'd by their Ad- 
verſaries in this Debate, to be certainly in- 
valid) at the Nags-Head Tavern in Cheapſide. 
Theſe affirm it was -performed in a very So- 
lemn and Publick manner at Lambeth. Be- 
fore we examine the grounds produced on 
either ſide, for theſe oppoſite Relations, it is of 
Importance to-obſerve a vaſt difference in the 
Caſe, as to the main Point of Ordination, 
whichſoever of thoſe oppoſite Relations ſhould 
appear to any one the more probable. For 
Probabilities in fine, are not here Sufficient. 
Fatal are the Conſequences of invalid Ordina- 
tions of particular Perſons. Much more in 
thoſe of a whole National Church. All man- 
ner of rational Doubts are here to be re- 
moved with the utmoſt Care. Where any 
reaſonable Uncertainty remains, ſecurer Or- 
ders muſt be ſought. Since therefore Par- 
ker's Ordination is the Source of all others 
of the Engliſb Proteſtant Miniſters, it muſt 
be unqueſtionably made out, or a new one 
procured. The Fact muſt be proved to a 
degree of Demonſtration. The Relation muſt 
be atteſted beyond all reaſonable 9 


; 4 ; 


from them. Now a Fa 


EN . E. 
of Forgery. On the contrary. a mere proba- 
ble Reaſon to credit the Nag's-head Relation, 
is ſufficient to caſt the Ballance, and oblige 
our Adverſaries to give up the Cauſe, and 
obtain ſecurer Orders. Any one | good and 
prudent Reaſon to ſuſpect the Lambeth Account 
or to credit the other, is ſufficient to oblige 
them in Prudence and Conſcience to ſeek a 
Remedy to the Uncertainty, and own their 
Orders 8 8 1 8 Cham- 
pion very juſtly confeſſes, Where pag. 303. 
= ſays: That in things of this Nate: 1 7 
Neceſſary that Fact, ſhould be certain, to the 
End that one may draw a 3 Conſequence 
cannot be Certain 
if the oppoſite Fact is probably atteſted, or 
that it felf is reaſonably ſuſpected. For, Cer- 
tainty is not conſiſtent with a Reaſonable Doubt 
of the Contrary. And therefore as he owns 
in the ſame Place, That , the Uncertainty of 
Parker's Ordination were manifeſt, one muſt 
neceſſarily abandon the Defence of the Sucreſfi- 
on; ſo he muſt grant, That where the contra- 
ry Doubts are reaſonable, There the Uncer- 
tainty is maniteſt. It will therefore avail them 
nothing to prove the Nag head Account to be 
doubtful, ſince That may be doubtful, and 
the Lambeth Account be alſo ſtill doubtful; 
and reaſonable Doubts on either Hand, 
leave their Orders uncertain. Nay even ſup- 
Pen the Lambeth Account to be ſufficient« 
y proved, ſtill there will remain abundant 
Proofs of the Invalidity of their Orders, as 
we ſhall ſee hereafter. _ | | 
38. I would not have my Meaning here 
miſtaken, as if I apprehended the Nag's-bead 
8 : 4.00 Account 
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Account were leſs probably ſupported „than 


that of Lambeth. The contrary will ſoon ap- 
pear. In the mean while, it is not impro- 
per to obſerve farther in General, That ſup- 
poſing again the Lambet Account to be ſuffici- 


ently prov'd, it will alſo prove of a ſad Con- 


Tequence to the Proteſtant Cauſe in another 
REN, and that "yy nearly connected too 
with the Queſtion of their Orders. For 


” 


naturally leads one into this Reflection: If 


Parker was conſecrated only on the 17th of 
Decemb. 1559; if, as Maſon fays, the Six 


Proteſtant Biſhops nam'd for it, in the Queen's 
etended Commiſſion, were lately return d 


1 


rom Exile; if, as it is certain, none of thoſe 
dx were in actual Poſſeſſion of Biſhopricks, 
and Two of them only Sffragans, and an- 
other only an Jrifh Biſhop, even in our Ad- 
verſaries Account; if, as all muſt own, the 
whole Body of Catholick Biſhops unani- 
| mouſly rejected Queen Elr:aber}s pretended 
Reformations of Religion; then it evidently 
follows That all ſhe-did in the fir} Year of 
Her Reign, till the middle of December | (and 


the did more in Changes of Religion in That, 


than in all the Forty Three remaining Years 
of her Life) was merely by her own Supre- 
macy, and the Concurrence of the Parliament: 


Conſequently her whole Reformation, till that 


time at leaft, was no more than by Regal 


and Parliamentary Authority at moſt. For, 


tho' the Acts pafs'd in that firſt Year of her 


Reign, in the uſual Stile of Lords Spiritual” 


and Temporal, yet it iscertain they were paſs'd, 
not only without the Conſent, but even in 
dme Abſence, and with the poſitive Refuſal of 


* 
* 
_— 4 
” 
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all the Catholick Biſhops ; and as for Prote- 
ſtant Biſhops, they were out of the Kingdom 
by theſe Mens Accounts; and wherever they 


were, they could not be look'd Upon as the 
2 


whole Epiſcopal Body of England, nor was 
their Voice ask d, nor They admitted into Pars 
liament ; nor if They had voted there, could 
that have been look d upon as an Epiſcopal De- 
eiſion of religious Matters. I have few 4 above 
(Numb. 23, 24.) that it was not the Act of 
the Biſhops and Clergy, which brought in the 
Changes of Religion in King Edward's Days: 
But however, infine, That was brought in, 
it was entirely reverſed in Queen Mary's 
Reign, and was to begin quite anew in Queen 
Elizabeths. And there being no Proteſtant 
Biſhops in the -beginning of her Reign, much 
leſs a Majority of them, it follows, That when 
the New Religion was to be enacted again, 
it could only be ſo by a Parties FIG? f 
not by any Eccleſiaſtical Sanction. Whence 
it farther follows, that if Parker and the other 
new Proteſtant Prelates, judg'd that the Queen 
did not exceed her Powers in making ſuch 
Eſſential Changes in Religion, not only with- 
out Biſhops, but againſi them, then both ſhe 
and her new Prelates muſt be thought to have 
had very ſtrange Notions of Epiſcopal Inſti- 
tution and Power in ſpiritual . Matters, and 
to have beliey'd That ſhe might as well ena# 
and declare them to be true Biſhops, without 
any true Ordination from Biſhops, as ſhe 
could 2na# Eccleſiaſtical Deciſions of the high» 
eſt Nature without them; and that as their 
Religion, ſo their Ordination, needed no other 
than the Queen's ſupreme ſpiritual Power: 
755 1 


„ 
How plainly theſe were their Principles, will 
appear more fully in the Sequel. 
39. In the Interim, to give a general No- 
tion of how little Credit the Lambeth Regiſter 
deſerves, let us propoſe this fair Queſtion. 
When People have been publickly accuſed 
of entring into an Eſtate without any Juſt 
Title, is 1t credible the Perſons accuſed ſhould 
. have the Deeds of Conveyance, and full 
Proofs of it, in their own Cuſtody, daily 
under their Eye and in their Hands, with- 
out any thing to hinder them from produce- 
ing the Deeds, but on the Contrary under 
the ſtrongeſi Motives of Intereſt and Provo- 
cation to do it, and yet ſhould never for a- 
bave fifty Years of a repeated Call, make a- 
ny Offer of producing Them? If after that 
long Term of Years, a great Heap 5 Writings 
unheard of Before, ſhould be produced, but 
no ſooner produc'd than refuſed as a For- 
ery by the contending Party: If every Bo- 
dy immediately aſk'd, where have theſe 
Writings been kept ? They are too Many to. 
have been overlooked, too important 'to have 
been unregarded by the Defendents: If up- 
on examining into the Writings they are 
found to contain ſeveral Improper Clauſes, 
ſtudied Affectations, abſurd . In- 
conſiſtencies with Times and Perſons, with 
other certain Acts and Records, and with 
Themſelves ; would any one queſtion but that 
they were certainly forged to ſupport an 
unjuſt and ſinking Cauſe? Yet this is the ve 
ry Caſe of the Regiſter. No: I miſtake. The 
Caſe of the Regiſter is far worſe. To make 
à cloſer Parallel I ſhould have added, yr 
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the World knows, and even the unjuſt Poſſeſ- 
ſors own, that the Perſons, who had an un- 
doubted Right to the — abſolutely re- 

* 


fuſed, tho? urged by Fair and by Foul Means, 
to ſign the Conveyance; I ſhould have add- 
ed that very Credible Witneſſes depoſed, That 
the Conveyance was ſo far from being Sq- 
lemnly made, That it was only paſs d to 
the unjuſt Uſurpers at a very illegal Club, 
by an Act void of it's own Nature, and by 
all Laws: I ſhould have added they were 
not pleaded till after the odious Fat of 
their Tavern Club had been laid open to the 
World. Sr. The Application and Proofs of 
theſe Particulars (fo OY Arguments of 
Forgery ) will appear in the following Para: 
graphs, EC | | | ; * 225 25 
The Regiſter is incredible, becauſe inconſiſtent 
with the moſt notorious Objettions of Catho- 
lick Controvertiſts of thoſe Times. - 


40. By the.. pretended Lambeth Regiſter, 
the Ordination of Parker was perform ſo 
lemnly and publickly, in a great Concourſe 
of People, and muſt have been notorious to the 
World and much more notorious, than any 

of the Acts or Regiſters depoſited in any 
Office or Library to atteſt it in future Times, 
2 as the publick Ordination of the pre- 
tent Metropolitan is more notorious, than any 
Writing in which it is regiſtred: Conſe. 
quently ſo notorious a Fact could not be de- 
nied or queſtion'd' by wiſe Men, who liv'd 

u the very time, and who were not only 


7 
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(54) 
very capable, but alſo very much intereſted 
to know the Truth of Parker's Ordination, 
And yet we find the moſt learned Contro- 
vertiſts of thoſe very Times, engag'd in eager 
Diſputes concerning the Ordination of -the 
new Engliſh Prelates, not only denying the 
Validity of their Ordination, but defying them 


to name where, when, by whom they were 


ordain'd. Could ſuch a Defiance enter into 
the Thoughts of any but Mad-men, if all 
thoſe Particulars were then publickly noto- 
Tious? The Impoſture, the Folly, of ſuch a 
Denial muſt have been too great, to have 
ever appear'd in the Face of Enemies, the 
moſt watchſul of all their Miſtakes, and the 
moſt ready to reproach them upon ſo fair 
an Occaſion, as of being able' to confound 
their extravagant Folly, by appealing to the 
ublick Notoriety of Facts. And yet Gatho- 
icks then openly, beſides other Arguments, 
urg'd their Adverſaries about that very time, 
with this, that they could not, or dared 
not, name the Manner of their Ordination. 
Dr. Champney (againft whom the Librarian 
often ſhewsa very unpolite, and unjuſt Yan) 
in his learned Book printed in 1616, againſt 
* upon the preſent Queſtion, Was very 
well aware of the Force of this Argument. 
e produces (Numb. 14. chap. 13.) large 
Extracts from Dr. Harding againſt Jewel, 
y which it manifeſtly appears, that the new 
Frelates Ordination was ſo far from being 
ſuch as the Regiſter repreſents it, that the 
contrary was ſufficiently. known. Mr. Collier 
E | Telimony to. the Learning, of Dr. - 
n 
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Par ding; and the Character he had both in 


C 
our own, and foreign Univerſities and his 
Works make it unqueſtionable. His Wif- 
dom and Virtue. equalud his Learning, and 
his Circumſiances made him particularly ca- 

ble of judging of the Fact in Queſtion. 

or, he was not only in Exzlaud about the 
time of making the new Prelates, but was 
Treaſurer of Salisbury. Having fully conſul- 
ted his Detect ion printed in 1568, That is 
eight Years after the Fact in Queſtion (an 
ho had urg'd the ſame two Years before in his 
Confutation ;) to a part of what is quoted by 
Champuey, I will add ſome other Places, which 
will be a full Conviction of the Falſhood of 
the Lambeth Account of the new Ordinations, 
E 105 of uſe to ſome other Points of their Va- 
lidie y. os | 
441. Fol. 39. © Truly touching your Dig- 
* nity, what Accompt ſoever you make of 
© your Self, I take you but for M. Jewel 
“ Batchelor of Divinity, ſometime Parſon of 
„ FSunningwel, between Oxford and Abing- 
tou and that is the greateſt Degree that e- 
« ver I knew you called unto — A Bi- 
* ſhop you are not I am right ſure, neither 
& can all the Kings and Queens in the World, 
«nor all the Parliaments of England, by a- 
« ny their own only Power and Authority, make 
vou a Lawful and rue Biſhop, The ſame 

« I told you in my Confutation. of your A- 
« pology, which Point you have not Suffi- 
. ciently Anſwered. But I bear with you, 
„ as therein not lacking good Will, but A- 
© bility. Study for it ſo long as you will 
4 you ſhall never be able to make it Good, 
that you are yet Sd Biſhop. Therefore 
Ss B 4: » 


ww 


. 

cin this reſpect you ought to bear with my 
e bold Utterance the more, taking you ſor no 
© greater Man in right then you were, when you 
“ Subſcribed in Oxford to the Real Preſence to 
the Sacrifice of the Maſs, and to thoſe o- 
““ ther Points that you now Impugn ſo bu- 
& fily. In very Deed this much 1 confeſs, 
c“ that in Caſe you were a Biſhop, though 
_ © an unworthy Biſhop, yea a wicked Bi- 
& ſhop: Yet for the Dignity of that Vocati- 
& on, and for the Orders fake, I ſhould, I 
& would reverence you accordingly.” “?“ 

I quote theſe Words at Large not only as 
they 3 deny the new Prelates to be 
true Biſhops, and plainly fignify, that he knew 


of no other Pretence they could lay to Epiſ- . 


copacy but by the Queen's or Parliaments own 
only Power; but alſo to prevent my being 
obliged to quote them at large again where 

we ſhall find the Librarian pretending, That 
Harding and other Catholicks of thoſe Days 
only denied them to be Lawful or Canonical 
Biſhops. In the fame View of avoiding the 
Trouble of producing the Words again at 
large, I obſerve here, for future Uſe, That 
ee acquainted with the New Prin- 
ciples of thoſe Days, tells them openly that 
they deny not only the Real Preſence, but the 
true Sacrifice of Maſs. And this Method I ſhall. 
obſerve in the following Quotations. _ 
42. Fol. 193. 5. Whatſoever ye mean by 
© your Minor and by that Office; this 0 

© are aſſured of, that in this your new Church, 
„ Biſhops, Prieſts, Deacons, Subdeacons or 
* any other inferior Orders ye have none. In 
“ ſaying this, we ſpeak not of our Apoſiates, 
„that be fled from us to your Congrega- 
EL io. 55 7. ( 
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“ tions; Who, as they remain in the Or- 
der which they received in the Catholick 
« Church, ſo being divided and cut off from 
* the Church and excommunicate, lawfully 


* 


« they may not miniſter the Sacraments. 


« For whereas after the Doctrine of your 


« new Goſpel, like the forerunners of Antichriſt, - 


« ye have abandon'd the external Sacrifice and 


« Prieſthood of the new Teſtament, and have 


“ not in your Seft Conſecrated Biſhops, and there- 
&« fore, being without Prieſts made with lawful 
“ laying on of Hands, as Scripture requireth, 


&« all holy Orders being given - by Biſhops on- 


„ ly: How can ye ſay that any among ye can 
« lawfully Miniſter, or that ye have any law- 
e full One 8 | 


Here we ſee 1ſt by his ſaying we are afſur- 


ed, that it was not only the doubtfull Opi- 
nion, but the poſitive and certain Judgment, 
not of Him only, but of Catholicks in ge- 


neral (who being the neareſt in Time were 


beſt Judges of all Facts and Circumſtances) 
that the Orders of the new Goſpellers were 
invalid. For Secondly He clearly Diſtinguiſhes 
between lawful and valid Orders, owning them 


Valid, tho' not Lawful in Apoſtates. Thirdly 


That they denied external Sacrifice. Fourthly That 
they had no a pong Biſhops. For tho” he 
adds without Lawful laying on of Hands, 
he there evidently means Lawfr in the moſt 
extenſive Senſe of the Word, as it Imports 
alſo a valid Ordination; ſince he alſo adds, 


that Orders can be given by _— only. He 


plainly argues a fortiori, that having no Va- 
lid Biſhops, much leſs can they have Law- 


ful Prieſts. Fi/ihly It is here Chiefly to be 


by 8 obſerved 


1 . 
obſerved, that ſince he ſays they have no conſe- 
erated Biſhops he muſt either have known that 
Barlow and Hodzſkins, were never truly con- 
|  fecrated, or that they did not perform the con- 

lecration of Parker. For, if he had known 
'; that they conſecrated Parker, and that Parker 
confecrated Jewel and others (as he muſt have 
known it if it had been ſo notorious as the Re- 
iſter makes it) he might have ſaid they had no 
law full Biſhops, or that they had no valid 
Biſhops, upon Account of their being made by 
an invalid Form; but he could not have laid 
the Invalidity of their Orders upon this ground, 
that thoſe who ordained them were not true 


Biſhops. All this will appear ſtill more by 


what follows... . I 

43. Ibid. After having deſired Jewel to an- 
fwer directly, he afks him : Fol. 194 © How 
© prove you your ſelf lawfully call'd —— 


« How can you reckon us vp your 9 5 
nd 


& which you refer your Impoſition of H 
4 and Conſecration to ſome of Apoſtles, or 
c of their Scholars —— [and then having 


ſhewed, that they have no Succeſſion of Doctrine 


that is, no Biſhops to produce who have taught 
their Doctrine through all Ages, tho? this 
Succeſſion of Doctrine is requiſite beſides the 
Succeſſion of Perſans, he goes on: ] Fol. 195. 
Therefore to go from your Succeſſion, which 
* you cannot prove, to your Vocation, How 
# fay you Sir? You bear your Self as though 
4 you were Biſhop of Sariſbury. But how 
* can you prove your Vocation? By what Au. 
« thority uſurp you the Adminſtration of 
Doctrine and Sacraments ? What can yau 
* allzdge for the. Right and Proof of your Mi. 
c #7 = 
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« niſtry? Who has calld you? Who has laid 
« Hands on you ? By what Example has he 
& done it Hb and by whom are you con- 
cc ſecrated ? | Here again, Firſt, it would be 
in vain to cavil at the Words lawfully call'd. 
For it is manifeſt he extends it to the Validity, 
fince in a /awfull Call he includes Impoſition 
of Hands. Secondly, If he had known Barlow 
was a true Biſhop, and had laid his Hands 
upon Parker, he might indeed have aſked 

el how he proved that Impoſition of Hands 
to be lawful or valid; but how could he with- 
out the utmoſt Folly, defy him to name who 
laid Hands on him ? It is true He there aſks 
him alſo, who made him Prieſt (for he neither 
thought him a True or a Canonical Prieſt) and 
urges, that Biſhops, according to the Canons, 
were always made by three Biſhops with the 
Conſent of the Metropolitan, and Confirmation 
of the Biſhop of Rome. But tho' he urges the 
Uncanonitalneſs of his Ordination, it is clear 
this is not all he urges, but that he farth@ in- 
liſts upon it, that he can name no true Biſbap 
that ordained him, Conſequently again ei- 
ther he knew nothing of his Conſecration by 
Barlow, or he knew Barlow. was no Biſhop. 
And this appears farther by what follows. 
For, after he on objected to him the Example 
of 1/chyras, who had received no Ordination 
but from Colluthus, who was himſelf no more 
than Prieſt ; after he had added the Example of 
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and Biſhops without any  Conſecration. from 
any true Biſhop ; he adds: Fol. 196. 4. * Thus 
they be neither Pris nor Deacons, which be 
* not conſecrated lawfully, according to he 
7 Drier uſed in the Church, dr f 8 
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others, who had uſurped the Office of Frieſts _ 
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4 by 8 lawfully conſecrated, but either 
* by the People or the lay Magiſtrate, as it 
4 is in ſome Places, where this Doctrine is 
* profeſſed, or by Monks and Fryars Apo- 
4 ſtates, or by excommunicate Prieſts having 
* no Biſhoply Power”. In which Words it is 
clear that by lawfully Conſecrated he means alſo 
validly, ſince mere Prieſts cannot ordain valid- 
ty; and no leſs clear, That he objects to them 
their having no better Conſecration than from 
mere Prieſts at moſt. And again fol. 197. a. he 
preſſes cloſer. © It remaineth M. Jewel, that 
vou tell us whether your Vocation be or- 
* dinary or extraordinary. If it be ordina- 
* ry ſhew us the Letters of your Orders; at 
« leaſt ſhew us that yon have received Power to 
do the Office you Preſume to Exerciſe, by due 
* Order of Laying on of Hands and Conſecra- 
4 tion. But Order and Conſecration you have 
« not. For who could give that to you of all 
« theſe new Miniſters, or howſoever elſe you call 
& them, which he has not 177 ? Here again 
it is ſtill more evident, that Barlow was not 
the Ordainer of Parker, ſince if he was any 
Biſhop, he was not at leaſt one of the New 
Biſhops, whereas Dr. Harding manifeſtly ob- 
jects, that all the Ordination they can pre- 
tend to, was from the New Miniſters. And 
hen he fays, Shew us the Letters of your 
Orders, or at leaſt that jou have recerv'd Im- 
poſition of Hands, and of whom, he plainly 
hints at the Reflection made above (Numb. 
40.) that the Fa# of his Ordination, if it 
had been ſolemnly perform'd, and in a Man- 
ner which Jewel durſt have own'd, muſh 
have been more notorious, and a more cer- 
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tain thing, as well as more eaſily prov'd, 
than the Letters of bis Orders. It is more- 
over obſervable, that in the Margin, he calls 
the ;precedent Queſtions, Fol. 195. a. Hard 


 Dueſtions proponed to M. Jewel, and of the 


laſt mention'd, Fol. 197. a. the Margin fays, 
The Defenders have nothing to ſay for Defence 


of their Vocation, Whereas the Queſtions and 


fence would be very eaſy, as- to the Im- 
poſition, of Epiſcopal Hands, if it was »ote- 
rious, that they were conſecrated by Barlow, 


and that Barlow was a true Biſhop. They 


would ſtill indeed be hard Queſtions as to 
the Validity upon other Accounts, but not 
at all as to the Point of their Ordainer being 
more than a mere Prieſt, or not being one 
of the New Biſhops, or ordain'd by the New 


Form. For if Barlow was conſecrated at all, 
it was by the Old Form. And to ſhew from 
whence all their pretended Orders flow'd, he 


adds Fol. 197. . Though the Prince have 


© thus rome you, yet be ye Preſumers, 


“and Thruſters in of your ſelves. Well 
„Lands and Manots the Prince may give 
« you; Prieſthood and Biſhophood the Prince 
cannot give you.” | 

44. Beſides theſe Places, which Dr. Harding 


| repeats from his Confutation of Jewel, there 
are others in his Detection which prove the 
ſame ſtill farther. Thus when Jewel in reply 


to What Harding had ſaid of the Ancient Cu- 


ſtom of a Biſhop being conſecrated by three 


Biſhops, had urged the 8 of Palugaa- 
nus That one Biſhop is ſufficient to conſe- 


_ crate another, and that it is only for Solem- 
nity that the Church requireth three, 


Hard- 
- ing 
> 


a __ 
ing anſwers: © Fol. 228. I meant that in 
* all Solewn Confecrations it hath been fo, 
«© and Petrus de Palude denieth it not; but 
< he ſaith one ſufficeth, and meaneth that 
„ in a Caſe of Extremity one Biſhop alone 
* may conſecrate another: And the ſame 1 
© deny not. But confider for what purpoſe 
I ſpoke it. My Talk was directed to you 
% M. Jewel and your Fzllows, who after fif- 
teen Hundred Years in a Realm that has 
4 not lacked Chriſtian Paſtors and Biſhops 
4 in it for the ſpace of theſe Thirteen Hundred 
& Years together, ought not now to pretend a- 
« ny Neceſſity as though three Bilkeps could 
< not be found, either in that Country or 
jn the next, who might Sol-mnne your Or- 
« dering and Conſecration. And Fol. 229 
% Again admit it to be an Ordinance of Man 
« that a Biſhop ſhould be conſecrate of three 
* other Biſhops. Is it therefore in your pow- 
“ er to break every Ordinance of Man? 
Whoever conſiders, that Dr. Har ding ex- 
E directed his Diſcourſe to the ne Pre- 
ates reproaching them with breaking the 
ancient Cuſtom of being conſecrated. by thre- 
- Biſhops, muſt think him mad to lay fuch 
a Charge, if the contrary Fa was Notori- 
vous; or Jewel muſt have been no leſs filly 
to have omitted ſo plain a Refutation of the 
Calumny, by an A} to the Regiſter, of 
rather to the Publick Nyqtoricty of the Fan. 
He ſpeaks of Hlemn Conſecrations, ever re- 
quiring three Biſhops, and of their Pretend 
ing a Neceſſity to break through this ancient 
Cuſtom. His Diſcourſe amounts plainly to 
this: Your Conſecration is not to be foe 


a” 


„ 
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„ 

| ed upon this Account, among many others, 

| That you were not conſecrated by three Bi- 

ſhops in a Solemu Manner but pretend a Ne 

| e to break ſo ancient a Law. Mr. Jew- 

| el was preſsd to anſwer directly. How 

| eaſily might he do it, if the Hlemnity of His 

and Parker's Conſecration by three Biſhops 

| was notorious? It is not credible the one 
ſhould in that Caſe be ſo wild as to make that 

ö Objection, or the other ſo weak as to omit 

; the Anſwer. Harding tells him three Biſhops 

| might have been found to ſolemuzze your Con- 

ſecration. Could Jewel omit fo fair an Oc- 

| caſion of confounding him with the Regr/ter 

| and the Notorious Hlemnity of the Fat, if 

they had been true? 

| 45. What confirms all this much ftron- 

= ger is, That M. 2 having anfwer'd that 

he was Canonically and Solemnly elected by 
the Chapter of Salisbury, Dr. 1 arding De- 
nies indeed the Canonicalneſe, but not the H. 
lemnity of his Election. He grants that 4 
part of the Chapter choſe him, tho' not by 
a Free Election. On the Contrary he not on- 
ly denies his being Lawfully Conſecrated, 
but abſolutely, That he was conſecrated by 

any true Biſhop. He does not defy him to 

name who elected him, but he Defies him 

to Name who, and what Biſhops impoſed Hands 

upon Him. And when Jewel. had anfwerd, 

our Brſhops are made in Form and Order as 

they have been Ever, by Free Election of the 

Chapter, by Conſecration of the Archbiſhop, and 

other three Biſhops, do's his eee grant 

the FaF as Notorious? Nothing lefs. Not 

to let ſlip ſo fair an Occaſion of din 

the Confecration of them all for the Future, 
5 a LY 1 
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in diſproving Parker's, who was to be the 
Source of all, Dr. Harding Replies: Fol. 234. 
b. „ And how I pray you, was your Arch- 
„ biſhop. himſelf conſecrated ? What three Bi. 
46 ſhops in the Realm were there to lay Hands 
* upon him? You have now uttered a wor: 
4 Caſe for your Selves, than was by me be- 
© fore named. For your Metropolitan, who 
4 ſhould give Authority to all your Conſecra- 
&« tions, himfelf had no Lawful Conſecrati- 
« on. If you had been Conſecrated after the 
% Form and Order, which has ever been uſed, 
& ye might have had Biſhops out of France 
© to have conſecrated you, in Caſe there had 
« lacked in England. But now there were an- 
« cient Biſhops in England, who either were 
© not required, or refuſed to conſecrate you, 
«© which is an evident Sign, that ye ſought 
& not ſuch a Conſecration as had been ever 
& uſed, but ſuch a one whereof all the for- 
„ mer Biſhops were. aſhamed. ” 

I ſhall have Occaſion hereafter to obſerve 
why he calls Parker's Conſecration | a wor/e 
C, than what he had hitherto named, and 
ſuch a one as the ancient Biſhops thought, 
not only Invalid, but Shameful. At preſent 
I obſerve, Firſt, That he here again plainly 
means either, That Barlow was not then in 
the Realm, or at leaſt not the Conſecrator of 
Parker, or no Biſhop. Hrcondly, That neither 
the Old Ones did it, nor were there three 
Neu Ones to do it. For, if you ſuppoſe there 
vere three at leaſt of the New Ones, then in 
the Realm, then the Meaning muſt be, That 
however they were not there to ordain him. 
Thirdly, That it would be in vain to cavil 


al 
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at Hurding's ſaying, That Parker had no laws 


ful Conſecration. For, beſides that, I have 
already ſhew'd, That he uſes the Word Laws 
ful in that full Extent, which includes Va- 
lidity, this is what manifeſtly appears farther 
from what he ſays in the very next Page; 
Your Biſbops were neither conſecrated by thoſe, 
who lineally ſucceeded the Apoſtles (which could 


not be true, if Parker was validly ordain'd) 


nor have, by your own Confeſſion, more Power by 
God's Law than a Prieſt : Tou both have falſe 
Biſhops without the irue Church, and a falſe 
Church without true Biſhops. And he goes onin 
the next Page, declaring, That he ſpeaks of ſuch 
Biſhops as have a valid Conſecration, and a 
Power of ordaining others, which Prieſts have 


not. Fourthly, That it would alſo be more 


cavilling, to pretend Harding does not deny 
Parker was conſecrated by Biſhops in a /o+ 

lemn Manner, but only that he was not con- 
ſecrated according to the old Form. By thoſe 


Words the Form and Order, which has ever 


been usd, both Harding and Jewel mean not 
3 the Form of Words in the Pontifical, 
ut the whole ancient Method and Practice 
of making Biſhops, even including the free 
Election, expreſly mention'd by Jewel. Ang 
one Proof, which Harding brings of their n 
being made in Form and Order, as has been 
ever uſed, is this among others; v2, that 
they were not made by any three B oops, nor 
conſecrated by thoſe who lineally ſucceeded the 
Apoſtles. To this Jewel never gave any di- 
rect Anſwer ; he never nam'd who conſecrated 
Parker ; who was the Man by whom the i- 
neal Succeſſion was deriv'd ; he never appeal'd 
. 5 . : to 
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to the Regiffer 3 nor to the more obvious Vo- 
toriety of the Fact. What can be concluded, 

but that both Fewe! and Harding knew there 
was no ſuch Fa#, no ſuch Regiſtrr to prove 
they were conſecrated by Impoſition of Hands 
from any unqueſtionable Biſhop, or in a Man- 
ner which Jewel could — without 
Shame to himſelf, and the reſt of the pre 
tended Prelates ? „ 
46. Mr. Williams in the tenth Chapter of 
that angry Book he has alſo writ of the Suc- 
reſſion of Proteſtant Biſhops aſſerted, pretends 
that the Controverſy in Queen Elizabeib's 
Days turn'd upon this, That the Proteſtant 
Biſhops had 10 I of Doctrine, and were 
not confirmd by the Pope, and that our Authors 
urg'd they had no Conſecration in this li- 
mited Senſe; but not that they had no Con- 
| ſecration at all; and he ſingles out Mr. Hara. 
| ing to prove this. But certainly he could not 
if have ſingled out a clearer Proof of his little 
Z Candor, or Reflection. For, tho” the only 
quotes Harding by fach Pieces as he found 
in Jewel; even by thoſe it is evident, and ſtill 
. farther by what J have produc'd, that Harding 
\| does moreover inſiſt upon it, that, beſides their 
4 not being lawful Biſhops; Firſt, Becauſe not 
| duly elected 3 Secondly, Not confirmid by the 
Pope; Thirdly, As not having a true Prieſt- 
hood; Fourthly, As wanting Succeſſion of Do- 
Etrine : He adds; They moreover, Fiſtuih, 
Want Impoſition of Hands from any Tru 
RP and cannot, dare not name by whom 
and how they were conſecrated. Is this de- 


| nying them Conſeoration, only in that limit- 
ed Senſe and general Terms? The ag 
| ” 5 | n- 
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„ 
Confirmation from the Pope was indeed one 
Medium, whereby Harding refuſes to own them 
for Biſhops, but it was not the only; and 
Mr. Williams muſt give us leave to Wonder 
fiall farther at what he adds, That Catho- 
lieks pretended at that Time, That the Pope's , 
Confirmation qua, Efjential to Ordination. No, 
Sir, neither at that, nor at any Time. It 
was and is requiſite to a canonical, but 
not to an eſſential Ordination. But one true 
Biſhop, at leaſt, is efſentially requiſite ; and 
Harding poſitively denies, they were ordain'd 
by any ſuch. Jewel ſays only in general Terms 
wwe are conſecrated by three Biſhops ;, but tho 
preſsd to it, he dares not name them. He 


only ſays We. Becauſe indeed from the Year 


1562, they were A ſo conſecrated; but 
he does not ſay, That he himſelf was ſo con- 


une and preſs'd to name who conle- 
ker 


crated Parker, he never anſwer d. But, ſays 
Mr. Williams“ The Conſecrations were freſh 
in the Memory of all Men, and particu- 
« laxly of Mr. Harding —— So that to pro- 
„ duce Kercords againſt ſuch a Man, who 
« was acquainted with the whole Tranſacti- 
on would be impertinent. Not at all. It 
would have been impertinent with a Wit- 
neſs (and Jewel was to0 {mart a Man not to 
expoſe it) for Harding to challenge him to 
produce his Letters of Orders, to talk of Ke- 
gifters (as he expreſly does, Fol. 194. d.) 10 
aſk How and by bam, he was Conſecrated, 
af He and all Men were fo fully acquainted 
with the whole Tranſaction. But it would 
by no Means be impertinent in Jewel, when 
aſk'd, to produce them, or to hint at them, 

. 7 at 
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at leaſt. Our Adverſaries, and Williams here, 
in Particular, think it a mighty Argument 
againſt the Nag head Account, That Harding 
and others mention not the Particulars of it. 
I ſhall hereafter anſwer this Objectior; At 
preſent I only obſerve, That the more Force 
they put upon this, the more they muſt own 
there is, in the Silence of Proteſtants, in the 
preſent Caſe. Harding was never aſk'd any 
Queſtions of the Nag's-head : Jewel was aſk'd 
again and again of his own Conſecration, 
and Letters of his Orders. We ſhall ſee that 
Harding might have good Reaſon not to be 
particular upon that; and ewe! could have 
none to forbear Particularizing upon the Lam- 
beth Account; but becauſe he ſpoke to one 
that knew too much the whole 'Tranſa®tion. 
And what I have ſaid to Williams, is a ſuf- 
ficient Anſwer to what Bramhall pretends to 
anſwer to Harding, in his 8th Chapter. For 
as to his faying, That Jewel was the Defew- 
Aant, and the Burthen of the Proof did not 
reſt upon him, it 1s Strange if he does not 
l know, That the Defendant when aſk'd important 
Queſtions arifing in a Diſpute, is obliged 
to anſwer ; and That if he is ſilent, it muſt 
be thought the Burthen of the Proof is too 
great for Him. Some other Particulars in 
 Bramhalls Anſwer to Harding will be re- 
Futed in other Places; and as to Le Couray- 
er's Anſwer, I ſhall Speak to it in the Chap- 
ter where it occurs. I will only add here, 
That J have been the larger in ſtating the 
Authority of Dr. Harding, both for the Streſs, 
any . impartial Man would lay on it, and 


p 
- 
F 
0 

$ 
f 
5 
P 
4 
6:1 
# 
vl | 
4 : 


— — — 3 — — — — A— — — —— — — - 


42101 
1 
440 
et! 
9 

«| 8 
| 

U 

. 


= —— 


* « * * 


E v 


. , 9 
becauſe it will help to clear the following 


* - 2 - 


Authorities. 
8. 3. 


The Lambeth Account incredible ; becauſe incon- 
ſiſtant with Objettiens of other Catholick Con- 
trovertiſts of thoſe Times. e 


47. It is well known, how great an Inti- 
macy and Correſpondence in their controver- 
ſial Labours there was between Dr. Harding 
and the other learned Catholick Controver- 
tiſts of Q. Elnabeth's Days, eſpecially in the 
Beginning, when the Memory of a Publick 
Conſecration of Parker muſt have been freſh- 
eſt in -the Memory of all Men. Did any 
of them warn him of his Ind iſcretion, not 
to ſay Folly, in giving fo fair an Occafion 
to their common Adverſaries of inſulting 
him for putting ſuch Queſtions, ſo ſtrange- 
ly impertinent, as His muſt have been, if the 
Lambeth Account was notoriouſly true ? On 
the contrary, we ſhall ſee they not only give 
no Hint of having. ever heard of ſuch a 
Conſecration, but even advance ſuck Aſſer- 
tions as are entirely inconſiſtent with any 
ſuch Notoriety of the Fact. Thus Dr. Saple- 
ton not only denies them to be Biſhops up- 
on other Accounts, but expreſly upon this, 
That they had no Impoſition of Hands. Not 
only no Valid one, but zone at all, from a- 
ny Biſhops. The only Book of that learned 
Man, which I was able to meet with here 
at firſt, is his Promptuarium Catholicum. The 
| Edition is indeed only the ſiath: Printed at 
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Antwerp by Bellerus, An. 1595. But Saple- 
ton's Dedication bears Date, Auguſt An. 1588. 
However, either of the Dates is too near the 
Date of Lambeth Account, to imagine he 
could be ſo unwiſe as to deny fo publick a 
Fact, and affirm, That their Ordination was 
null, upon this very Account, beſides others, 
That they had no Epifcopal Impoſition of Hands 
from any true Biſhops. Upon the Feaſt of 
St. Mark. Pag, 75. of the ſecond Part, his 
Words ate : © Chriſtus dedit Apoſtolos, Pro- 
© phetas, Paſtores, Doctores. Iſti poſtea alios 
e dederunt, alios, qui fibi in Officio ſucce- 
t“ derent, miſerunt. Et ut iſta miſſio clara et 
& certa eſſet, totiq; populo comperta, adhibita 
« eſt ſolemniꝭ ceremonia, Manuum Impoſitio— 
© Hxc . quvq; manuum impoſitio, qua mit- 
“ tebantur ſemper in Eccleha Chriſti opera- 
„rij, non ab alio quam ab its, qui jam antea 
«© per manuum impoſitionem miſſi ipſi fucrant, 
« aut facta unquam fuit, att fieri poteſti.— 
c Nemo legitinit mittitur niſi ab Epiſcopo, per 
& manuum Impoſitionem mittatur. Hac miſſi- 
& one carent hodie Hæretici. A nullis enim 
* Fpiſcopis miſſi ſunt. Etſi enim nunc qui- 
4 dem apud Calviniſtas et Lutheranos pleroſq; 
4 mittantur Miniſtri per Manuum impoſitio- 
« nem, tamen quia prim:Magiſtri a nemine ipſimet 
4 mittebantur, tota hæc imaginaria Miſſio me- 
“ rum nugamentum eſt. Quod enim in ra- 
&« dice vitiatum eſt, et a principio nihil fuit, pro- 
« greſſu temporis firmari aut retificari non 
4 poreſt —— Dicit (Avpuſtinus) Societatem 
4 Chriſtianam per Succeſſiones Epiſcoporum 
certa propagatione diffundi ; Hæc certa pro- 
* pagatio eſt ligitima ordinatio. Ab hac 

„ “pro- 
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Cond. | 

* propagatione et radice præſcinduntur Hære- 
ce tici, tum quia omni poteſtate mittendi, et 
« propagand1 carent, tum quia xullos apud ſe 
& habent a quibus propagentur et creſcant —— 
« Tales alieni, prophani, Dommicz ac Divi- 
« nx unitatis inimici fuerunt Caluinus, Lu- 
« therus, omneſq ; hodis in Anglia, ſunt pſeudo- 
4 epiſcopi, qui veris Epiſcopis ad unum om- 
„ nibus, poteſtate regia, eaq; fæminea, ejectis 
J et in vincula conſectis, Epiſcopis, inquam, 
« qui in Eccleſia Dei Ordinatione ſuccedanea 
“ præſidedant, nemini ſuccedentes, fed a ſeip- 
« ſis incipientes,, 4 nemine mans impoſitionem 
« accipiebanut ; Ne quidem a Germanis vel 
& Gall:s, aut alicujus reformatæ, ut vocant, 
“ Ecclefiz Paſtoribus.“ Not having ſeen this 
Place quoted by any one, I have deliver'd it at 
large, that the full Senſe might the better 
appear. And indeed it is ſo clear, that there 
needs very little Reflection to ſee it is entire- 
ly inconſiſtent with Hapletons having any 
Knowledge of the Lambeth Account, or Har- 
low's being a true Biſhop. His Diſcourſe 
proceeds evidently upon this Ground, That 
Whatever elſe is requiſite to a true Ordina- : 
tion, this is particularly neceſſary, That He 

who impoſes Hands be himſelf ordain'd and 
then affirms, That upon this very Account 
the Engliſh pretended Biſhops, have no true 
Ordination, becauſe they had zo [mpoſition of 
Hands from any Biſhop. He does not here 

examine by what Sort of Ordinal they were 
made, but what Sort of Ferſon made them; 
and poſitively affirms, they were not ordain'd 
by any Biſhop. How impertinent, how filly 
you'd this be, if his Adverſaries could juſt- 
3 : Ns 6 F 4 - | | 
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ly reply ? That if he would conteſt their Or- 
dination it muſt be only from other Heads, 


but not for this; it being (thus might they 
ay if the Lambeth Account were true) noto- 


rious, That our Biſhops were, at leaſt, ordain'd 


tation to ſpeak for it ſelf, ſince it is too clear 
to be explain'd, fo it will very much explain 
other Quotations: from Stapleton. 

48. When I come to Biſhop Bonner's Plea 
againſt Horn, I ſhall take Notice of ſome 
other Places. Here I will only mention theſe 
Words Replica. ad Horni Flatum. lit. 4. 
cap. 7. Tom. 2. pag. 1144. Si quærerem 
« amplius quo jure nomen Epiſcopi Winto- 
“ nienſis (ut in libro ſuo facit) ſibi vendicet, 
“ cum tantum litteris patentibus ſug principts, 
«© ad hanc vocationem vocatus fit, ſine con- 
« ſecratione aut impoſitione manuum cujuſcunq; 


« Epiſcopi —— neq; illi neq; ſui foci) inor- 
« dinati ettamnum exiſtentes Prælati — 
pro ſe unquam reſpondere poterunt, neq; ra 


4 tionem reddere, cur veri Epiſcopi haberi 
« debeant, ſed potius meri Laici, vel ſimplices 
&« Presbyteri, ut ante fuerant, tantum maneant. 
Here again, as in his Promptuarium, he plain- 
ly puts the Iſſue, not only upon other Detects, 
but namely upon this, That they had 0 Con- 
ſecration at all. He does not, as Bramhall and 
Le Courayer pretend, deny the Validity, be- 
cauſe it was not done ritu Romano, or not 
for this Reaſon only; but becauſe they had 
no Ordination at all, none but from the Queen's 
Patents, none from any Biſhop. Bramball, 
where he gives that Anſwer (chap 7.) ſays, 
we look upon Dr. Stapleton as one of the mo 
VVV 


3 

rational Heads, That your Church has had ſines 
the Separation. But certainly it is equally 
unintelligible how a ratzonal Head could be 
ignorant of ſo publick a Fact, as the pre- 
tended Lambeth Conſecration, or deny it ſo 
poſitively ; or That his Adverſaries ſhould ne- 
ver appeal to the Notoriety of the Fact on 
one Hand, and of Fapleton's Folly on the 
other. Methinks too, we may have Leave 
10 ask, what fort of Heads they muſt have, 
who can -pretend that, Stapleton only denies 
the Orders of the new Biſhops, as not made 
by the Roman Ritual, while his repeated 
Words expreſs ſo fully, That not only the 
other Ceremonies were omitted, but even That 
Ane Ceremony, of Impoſition of Hands, 
rom any ordain'd Biſhop. However ratio- 
nal they may be in other Reſpects, in this 
they muſt be ſtrangely unreflecting or unſin- 
cere. And it is very obſervable, that Haple- 
ton inſiſts upon it, That they had no ſuch Or- 
dination, not only in thoſe Books he writ 
within half a Dozen Years atjer the pretend- 
ed publick Fact, but alſo in thoſe he pub- 
liſh'd thirty Years after; which ſhews that 
neither Friend nor Enemy bad convinc'd 


him, nor even minded him of any Miſtake, * 


or of any thing worſe than a Miſtake in fo 
notorious. a Matter. Moreover he particu- 
larly diſtinguiſhes between their firſt Biſhops, 
and thoſe who were made afterwards, ob- 
ſerving, That it is ridiculous in them to have 

firſt had no Ordination, but taken the Biſhops _ 
Sces upon the Queen's /olz Authority, and 
then aſterwards ordain others by Impoſition 
of Hands. His Words are“ Anglo-Calumiſte 


Sn * 
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cum ſola auctoritate Regia Cathedras Epiſco- 
< pales occuparent, —__ impoſitionem ma- 
c nuum omnes ſuosminiſtros ridicule ordinant, 


& allatrantibus Puritanis, et totam illam ceremo- 


< mam deridentibus.” It is juſtly termed ridicu- 


lous becauſe having no Ordination themſelves, 
they could give none to others. But it would be 
very abſurd in Kapleton to make ſuch an 
Objection if it was publickly known, That the 
firſt of thoſe Prelates had been made with the 


fame Ceremonies as they themſelves uſed at- 


terwards in making others. 
49. In the fame Manner Br:i/tow, and Dr. 


Allen aſterwards Cardinal, not only ſpeak of 


the new Prelates as having no valid Ordina- 
tion, but plainly as not knowing, That they 


even claimed any but from the Queen's Fa- 


_ tents, and as not having Impoſition of Hands 


Fa 
. 
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from any Biſhop. The firſt Edition J have of 


 Þriftow's Motroes is only that of Antwerp an. 


x 599. But it was printed within ſeven Years 
after the Lambeth date. There, Motive 21. pag. 
90. he firſt ſays in expreſs Terms, That the 


Engliſb Miniſters are but very Laymen, unſent 
—k ＋ 1 


unconſecrated. Secondly, © Therefore 


holding — us when they repent 
c 


* and come back again, no other -place 


4 but the place of Laymen. In no caſe admit. 
„ ted, no nor looking to miniſter in any Of- 


44 fice unleſs they take our Orders, which be- 


* fore they had not. And then after ſome 
Texts from Scripture of the Neceſſity of Im- 
poſition of Hands, he goes on Thirdly © Such 
« vyas the Order of Chriſt's Church, which 
e the Apoſtles founded, Prieſts to be ſent by 
“ Prieſts ,and not by the Letters patents of King 
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4 or Queen —— Unto this they never were 
« nor ever ſhall be able to anſwer, no Exam- 
« ple being to be given in all this time of 
« Chrifi's Church, but that Preachers were 
( fiill ſent by ſuch Orders, and by ſuch Per- 
| * ons as J have ſaid. ” Now, what was that 
| Order he had faid, but Impoſition of Hands; 
and who were the Perſons, but ſuch as had 
been themſelves ordained? And does not this 
manifeſtly import, That it was well known they 
had no true Biſhop to impoſe hands upon 
them, and That this was ſo notorious, That 
even Proteſtants converted, never loc upon 
themſelves to have true Orders? We fee no 
Appearance of Doubt in the Caſe. Independent- 
ly of all other Deſects, the Want of Impoſiti- 
on of Hands is urged as unqueſtionable. The 
Church acquieſces ih the Evidence of this Want. 
It re-ordains them. They themſelves ſo near 
the time of the TP are convinced. The 
Fat muſt then have been manifeſt, That the 
Perſons, who pretended to be Biſhops were 
not ordain'd by any Biſhop. The great Streſs 
is more upon the P:r/on, who has Power to 
ordain, thati ugoh the Ordinal by which he 
may ordain; and, That no ſuch Perſon or- 
dained them, that no Impoſition of Hands 
was given, is by contemporary Authors affirm- 
ed as à Thing ſo certain that they never were never 
| hall be able to anſwer it. We find Briſtio had 
heard of Letters Parents ; But of Regiſters, 
or of Impoſition of Hands, not a Word. The 
fame we find from Cardinal Allen. In the 
Book he publiſh'd an. 1567. of the Power of 
'Pricfis to remit Sins, where Chap. 5. pag, 
97. be tells us: © If you ask of theſe Men 
SEE 15 S & how 
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4% how they hold, they ſeek xo Fathers after 
«© whom they may rightly rule: They ſeek no 
large Rowof Predeceſſors in whoſe Places they 
“ may ſit: they ask no counſel of God's Church, 
by whoſe Calling they ſhould govern : but they 
„ make a long Diſcourſe of Statutes and tem- 
4 foral Laws to cover their ambitios uſur- 
© pation. ” And as it is evident he f. 
of valid Ordination and of Succeſſion by it 
fo it is very ſtrange That among large Dif. 
courſes of Statutes and temporal Laws, nothing 
ſhould be heard of Regi/ters, nor of a large 
Row o Predeceſſors, if the whole Nation knew 
they derived their Succeſſion from Catholick 
Biſhops, he might upon other Accounts, reject 
their Orders, but not upon this, if it Was no- 
torious they had been ordain'd by Biſhops. I 
The queſtion muſt haye been ask'd of their | 
Ordinal, not of their Ordainer. And here 
it is to be obſerved, That if any one imagines | 
this, and ſome other fuch Quotations are but 
ſhort Hints " which nothing can be concluded. 
as Mr. Williams pretends of all, but Dr. Hard. 
ing's; he ought to reflect Firſt, That ſeveral of 
thoſe, beſides Dr. Harding's, Which have, and 
will be produced, are unjuſtly gall'd mere Hints, 
and Sconaly, That even ſhort Hints are here ſtrong 
Arguments, ſince they are Hints from Perſons 
too Wiſe to hint at any thing melon 
with a publick Notoriety of the Contrary, and 
ſo intimate with thoſe Authors, Who are lar- 
ger upon the Point, That they muſt in all rea- 
ſon be judged to mean the ſame with thoſe, 
who are more fully expreſſive. 
Fc. Upon this Account every Hint that im- 

rts an Ignorance of ſo notorious a Fact as 
that f Lambeth is pretended, might here be 
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very reaſonably alledged as a juſt Exception 
"againſt it. And this not only from Books 


publiſh'd in the firſt Year of Queen Eliza- 
beth's Reign, when it muſt have been freſh- 
eſt in every ones Memory, but in the lat- 


ter End of it too. Nay in ſome Reſpects, theſe 


would be as full Teſtimonies againſt that Ac- 
count as thoſe earlier Writings. For they 
would prove, That even in all her Reign no 


ſuch Fact was ever known or heard of; and 


conſequently, That the Regiſter was not yet 
in condition to appear. But not to multi- 
ply Quotations unneceſſarily, I will mention 
ut one of thoſe later Books in her Reign. 
It is the Reaſons why Catholicks refuſe to go to 
Church, Printed at Doway an. 1601. In the 
Seventh reaſon he ſays: The Service that 


„ Chriſtians ought to go to, ſhould be ſaid, 


© as alſo the Sacraments adminiſtred by 
« Prieſts and ſuch as have received the Sa- 
« crament of holy Orders. — But now 
that either all, or the moſt part of Mini- 


4 ſters of u ee be mere Laymen and no 


* Prieſts, and conſequently have no Autho- 
4 rity in theſe things, it is evident for ma- 


| © ny cauſes; as well for that they have not 


“ received the under Orders —— as alſo 


« becauſe they are not Ordained by ſuch a 


* Biſhop and Prieſt as the Catholick Church 
* has put in that Authority, which admit- 
* teth no Man for a Biſhop, which 1s not 


| © ordained by impoſition of three or two 


* Catholick Biſhops Hands at the leaſt. Of 
all which things none are to be found a- 
mongſi the Proteſtants. ” Here if you ſup- 
pole the Author miſtaken in —_— ” 
| | | think 
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(078 
chink the under Orders, or two Biſhops re· 
uiſite to a valid Ordination, ſtill it is true, 
t he plainly means the Proteſtants have 
no true Orders, becauſe their Biſhops had 
no Impoſition from auy two Biſhops, Conſe: 
quently he either knew nothing of the Lan- 
th Account, or he knew at leaſt that Bas. 
low, and the other pretended Conſecrators of 
Parker were no 2 And if the Author 
of this Book was F. Parſons, 22 I am pretty 
well aſſur'd it was) there can Queſtion 
of his Meaning; fince, as we ſhall here- 
aſter, he not — beer d they were not or- 
dain d by any "ob true Biſhops at Lambeth, 
but was fatisfy'd of the Truth of the oppoſite 
Account of the Nag's-head ; which odious 
Account howeyer he might very well omit 
mentioning in this Treatiſe dedicated to the 
Queen, not to exaſperate her, while * _ 
for her Favour to tholicks. „ 


4. 

T, he Lambeth 1 incredible, becauſe auſe incon- 
" filteut with the Auſmers and 7 of 
Proteſtant Controvertiſts of thoſe Tames. 


51. In this Caſe we ſhall find Proteſiants 
ful as ſtrong Evidences againſt the Lambeth 
Account as Catholicks. As to Feuel, the 
mighty aF Hero, it muſt be obv jous 
to every one, how incredible it is, he ſhould 
not have inſiſted upon it; when with an un- 
pardonable Boldnefs, he had advanc'd a no- 
torious Falſhood, That Harding had conſent- 
ed to his Election in the Chapter of Salw- 
_ bury: Harding wonders at his Imgradenes; 

5 asks 
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(79) 
asks him, What would you do of I was dead, 
fouce you fear not 10 burthen me, being yet alrue, 
with ſo falſe a fat? He then! adds : 1f my 
No be not ſufficient to your Yea, let the i- 


fter's Book be vicwd for the Trial between ns 


both. He appeals to Mr. Garew, Mr. Chandler, 
and others of the Prebendaries, whether he 
were at the Election. He tells him again: 
I marvel that you ——— could not re r to 
call for the Regiſter Book, or for the Witneſs, 


or thoſe of that Church there with you daily pre- 
ſent. (fee Fol. 233: Detect.) Is it aredible, 
That Jewel ſhould not return the Charge of 
Impudence with Intereſt, That he ſhould not 
appeal to Regifiers of his Lambeth Confſeara- 
tion, That he ſhould name no Witneſſes af 
his Ordination, if it were notorious? Could he 
avoid giving his Adverſary fo juſt a Confu- 
fron ? When ask'd for the Latters of his Qrders, 
and who ordain'd him, we ſtill meet with 
none. He catches at his Adverſary's ſeeming 


to affirm, That Three Biſhops are requiſite, 


and bobs him with Paludanuss Opinion, that 
One may ſuffice. (ſee Detect. Fol. 228.) but 
how much better had it been to have an- 
fwer'd, That himſelf had been ordain'd b 
Four, and to have nam'd them, as the Regi- 
ſter does, or at leaſt to have appeal'd to the 
Publick ? But not to multiply tuch Remarks, 


which are abundantly obvious, from 


has been ſaid in quoting Harding; let us fee 
if other Proteſtants of thoſe Days give us any 


Tidings from Lambzth. 


52. On the contrary, when preſsd by Ca- 
tholicks, upon the want of Conſecration from 
ſuch Biſhops as had been ordain'd by 2 
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licks, they not only do not produce the Regi. 


ſter, but affirm in the ſtrongeſt Terms, That 


they were not, ought not to be fo ordaind. 
Thus Dr. Champney, — 9. Pay. 122. Quotes 
from Fulke theſe vile Words: Jou are highly 
aeceryd, 4 you think we eſteem your Offices of 
Biſhops, Prieſts, and Deacons better than Lay? 


. men And in another Book; with all our Heart 


we defie, ab bor, deteſt, and ſpit at your ſtinł- 
mg, greaſy, Antichriftian 5 - If he had 
thought their own Orders were eſſentially de- 
riv'd from ours, is it credible he would have 
ſpoken of them in theſe Antichriſtian Terms? 
— in the ſame Place quotes Whnaker, 
poſitively diſclaiming any Ordination from us; 
uould not have you think we make ſuch a 
reckoning of your Orders, as to. hold our own 
Vocation unlawful without them, and therefore 
keep them to your ſelves. Is this the Lan- 
uage of a Man that knew of a Regiſter, and 
eriv'd his Orders from it? Do they not 
Both ſpeak the Senſe of their own Church? 
It is not J, or ſome of Us, but We, in ge- 
neral. It is pleaſant to hear Bramhals An- 
ſwer to theſe Places. They were (ſays he, 
ch. 9.) both contemplative Men, cloifterd up in 


K. John's College, more | acquainted with Fo- 


temick Writers than with Records. But, by 
his Lordſhip's Favour, they muſt have been 
contemplative to a Stupidity, not to have 
heard either of the Records, or the Fadt of 
Parker's Conſecration, if it were ſuch as is 
retended. And when his Lordſhip adds: 

ou fee Whitaker juſtifies our Ordination in 
this Place as lawful: 1 anſwer, He does 1o, 
But how ? By being deriv'd from Ours? No, 
5 1 without 
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(83r) 
without them. Not only without them, but 
as we ſhall fee preſently, he does not only 
mean, that our Form was not us'd, as Bram. 
hall pretends he meant, but that they neither 
did, nor ought to receive Ordination deriv'd 
from us. Fulle puzzles Bramball, and forces 


him to own That Author might have expreſs'd . 
himſelf in more moderate Term. They are 


to be expounded, fays he, not of the Invali- 


& dity, but of the Abuſe of our Orders. How 


forced an Expoſition this is, needs no Proof, 
tho' it were not fo clear, as it very evident- 
ly is, that Fulle denied the Neceſſity of ſuc- 
ceeding by Epiſcopal Ordination. And when 
Bramball ſays of both thoſe Authors, That 
one may eaſily be ſatisfy'd by the Records 
of their Ordination, that they were not Eu- 
thuftaſts, he muſt then grant that they were 
ſomething worfe. For it is certain, they did 


not believe Succeſſion by Epiſcopal Ordina- 


tion to be neceſſary. Nothing can be more 
expreſs than theſe Words of Whitaker. Quid 
ergo? Noſira Paſtorum Succeſſio wiſubilis eff ? 

3 ; neqz enim hoc neceſſe eſt. Contr. 
2. * 5. cap. 16. Could he ſpeak thus, if 
he believ'd their Succeſſion viſibly derivd by 
a Regiſter of their Orders? But what need 
I inſiſt upon this and other Places of hi. 
tater to the ſame Purpoſe ? His Sentiments 
are ſo clear in this Point, that William 
(ch. 11.) gives him up as an Aporryphal 
Writer. As Apocryphal as he is call'd, he 
was however one of the new Church 


England's ableſt Writers, and Royal Profeſſoß 


at Cambridge. He could not be ignorant of 
the moſt public war and Sentiments = 
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the Set. And ſince by a lawful. Ordination 
he plainly does not mean, nay, plainly re- 
jects a ſucceſſive one from us, he muſt be 
concluded to have known, it was not defen- 
ſible by any true Regiſter and publick Fact. 
53. Nay Whitaker expreſly declares, That 
provided their Election be lawtul, they do 
not concern themſelves about the Ordination 
of their Biſhops : That where Ordination can- 
not be had, the ſame Perſons who have Au- 
thority to name Biſhops, have alſo Authori- 
to ordain them: That therefore, ſince all the 
Biſhops of thoſe Times refus'd to ordain 
them, they were forc'd to ſeek Ordination by 
ſome other Means. Quod ſi vocationem no- 
« ſtrorum Epiſcoporum (electione) ligitimam 
c efſe concedat, de Ordinatione non laboramus. 
« Qui autem Authoritatem habent vocandi, 
© idem Authoritatem habent ordinandi, ſi, le- 
c“ gitima Ordinatio non poſſit impetrari —— 
« ad Epiſcopos vero illorum temporum quod 
© attinet, illi nunquam induci potuerunt ut 
& quemquam ordinarent, niſi qui illis per 
4 omnia faverent. Quod ſi illi recuſaverint 
« ordirare legitimè vocatos, neceſſe eſt almnde 
© Ordinationem accipere.” Now let his Prin- 
Ciples be here never ſo Apocryphal, yet it 
is evident, he knew. nothing of the Regiſter. 
Let him have been never ſo much cloyſter'd 
up, he could not but have known, if it had 
been notorious to all, that altho? the Catho- 
lick Biſhops refus'd, yet others, 'whom the 
Regiſter ſpeaks of, had done the Work. Ii 
therefore he would excuſe the Ordination of 
other Proteftants, upon Account of the Ne- 
ceſſuy of being ardain'd without Biſhops, he 
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C83) 
could not but obſerve, That this Anſwer was 
needleſs for the Cauſe of the Engliſh, if the 
Lambeth Account were true: efrfLuaiet 

. 54. Seyeral other Proteſtant Controvertiſts 
might be alledged, affirming That our Orders 
are Antichriſtian; That mere Prieſts may or- 
dain; That Succeſſion is not neceſſary, and ſuch 
other Aſſertions as ſufficiently ſhew they knew 


nothing of their own ſucceſſive Ordination 


from Rome. Thus the learned Mr. Brerely. 
Proteſt. 7 rinted an. 1608 pag. 360; cites 
Gabriel Powel, ſaying ; the Popiſh Ordination 
is nothing elſe but mere Prophanation there 
is no true Eccleſiaſticul Voration in the Papacy: 
And pag. 361 he quotes dads! (whoſe book 
was printed at: Cambridge an. 1584) telling 
us, That ſeveral, who acknowledge the Doc- 
trine of their Church, yet do affirm our Mi- 
niſters to be deſtitute of all lawfull Calling, as 
not having à continued wviſuble Succeſſion, which 
they attribute to Papiſis alone, Every one knows 
Sutclifſe's wretched ſaying, That % Turk's Muf- 
ti 1s, as. good a Biſhop as the Pope, and his 
Syllogiſm, That, Antichriſt cannot ordain: The © 
Pope is Antichriſt, therefore he cannot ordain. 
And the Book entitled Proteſt. Demonſtra. a- 
gainſi proieſtant Miniſtry, 6th Demonſt. pag. 
. adds from the ſame Sutcliffe theſe Words: 
We ſay — That in the Pope's Church: our Ad- 
verſaries have neither of theſe two lawfull, (viz.) 
the Right of Ordination, and the Subſtance of the 
Function whereto they are ordained) they have 
no Impoſition of Hands, they have no lawfull 
Biſbops. And what makes theſe Places of 
Sutchfſe the more remarkable, is that he was 
one of the firſt, whe, mention d the ie 
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But as we ſhall ſee, that he mentions it ih 


a way, that rather proves it forged ; ſo it is 
plain he did not mention it, as if he thought 


their Ordination depended on their Succeſſi- 


on from true Biſhops. For (as cited again 
in Proteſt. Demonſt. pag. 78.) ſpeaking of Mi- 
niſters ordain'd by Luther, Zumglins, Knox, i 


and others, he ſays; neilher is it Material 


that they were not Biſhops. Nor indeed in 
in the Beginning, at leaſt, of Queen Elabeths 
Reign, no not even till fifty Years after (that 
is, till about the Time of the Regiſter bein 
heard of, as Mr. Ward obſerves very well 


do we find the Engliſh Controvertiſts ever 
doubted, but that other Proteſtants had true 


Miniſters without Epiſcopal Ordination. We | 
find them juſtifying their on, as well as | 


others Miniſtry, upon the fame Principles, 


That Perſonal, lincal, uninterrupted, viſible Hus 
ceſſion from Biſhops ordained by ours, is not 
requiſite, That Ordination by Prieſts only 1s 
enough: And is it credible, that Men preſs'd 


to tell who. ordain'd them, ſhould run to theſe i 


Shifts, if they had been able to ſhew the 
Succeſſion of their Clergy from on ae of The 

1 
to change, When now the Regiſter began to 
be thought Old enough to appear. Mr. Wil. 


liaims, Chap. 11. is very angry at this Aſſerti- 


on, That the general Doctrine of Queen Eli. 
zabeth's Reign was, That Epiſcopal Orders are 


not de ure Divino. But I have ſhewed | 


(Num. 32) that Burnet tells us we are ſurt 


it was the Doctrine of the whole Body for a- 
Love half an Age. And in the followin 


Numbers it appears, That ſtill, when * N 
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(85) | 
they return to it again. Bilſon, I own, in 
his Preface quoted by Williams, is pretty ear- 
neſt to prove Epiſcopacy is an Apoſtolical In- 
ſtitution: But he neither ſays, That it is en- 
tially neceſſary to the Conſtitution of a Church, 
nor if he did, could his ſingle Teſtimony be 
a Proof of his Church's Sentiments, in Op- 

ſition to a greater Number of their earlier 
Authors, He writ that Book aboye thirty 
Years after Parker's . pretended Conſecration; 
and the Engliſh being now ſo long fix'd in 
their Livings, might. begin to think of ſup- 
porting them by a Jure Divino. But, ab 
nitro non fuit fic. In the Beginning, the 
een's Patents was the Word: „ 

iſhops was Popery. And ſtill, when the 


A Matter is to be clear'd, Epiſcopacy is only a 


Point of Diſcipline, inſtituted indeed by the 
Apoſtles ; but ſo, That the Univerſity of Oxford 
declares (ſee Num. 33. 34-) it is the Opini- 
on of their preſent and former learnedeſt Di- 
vines, That there may be true Miniſters with» 
out Epiſcopal Ordination. But we ſhall have 
farther Occaſion to ſhew what wrong Noti- 


ons the pretended Reformers had of Epiſco- 


| Ordination, at the time of Parker's In- 

Illing; and thence it will farther appear, how 
juſtly we may conclude with Mr. Ward, 
That being in ſuch Errors, it is leſs wonder 
they were not very careful to preſerve the 
Validity, and contented themſelves with that 
of the Nag's-head. Here I will only add 


_ theſe three ſhort Reflections. Fin, That it 


is manifeſt from the Numbers laſt cited ( g2- 


33. 34.) and from the Authors in this 


ragraph, that it was, and is the Doctrine of 
G3 = the 


= (9 

the Church of England, That Epiſcopacy is 
not Eſſentially requiſite to the Conveyance of 
a true Miniſtry. Scondly, That as at firſt 
this Doctrine was made the great Defence of 
their Orders, before the Regitter induc'd them 
afteryzards to pretend a lineal Succeſſion by 
Epiſcopal Ordination; ſo one may very rea- 
ſonably preſume, That this Doctrine would 
not ſtill ſubſiſt, but as a Refuge, when they 
are too cloſely preſs'd with the Arguments 
which prove the Regiſter is forg'd. And, 
Thirdly, That when Mr. Williams ſays, The 
general undoubied Hiſtories of thoſe Times, are 
fo full, with reſpect to this Point (viz. That 
Epiſcopacy is Jure Divino) That nothing ſhort 
of Romiſh Mfodeſiy can maintain the contrary ; 
We can eaſily pardon him that, and other 
rude Expreſſions; but muſt beg Leave to ob: 
ſerve, That if he only means, that Epiſcopa- 
cy was thought an Apoſtolical, or a Divine 
Inſtitution, as a Diſcipline of good, as well 
as of ancient Uſe in the Church, and which 
one might wiſh (optandum erat) to be pre- 
ſerv'd, even This was far from being allow'd 
by all in thoſe Times: But if he means it 
was look'd upon as neceſſary for continuing 
a lawful or valid Miniftry, the Univerſity's 
Letter alone is ſufficient to ſhew, That we 
may with a great deal of Modeſty, tell him 
he is under à very ftrange Miſtake. 
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Lambeth Account incredible, becauſe inconſiſtent 


with the Hiſtories of thoſe Tones. 


55. However ineredible it is, that none of 
the Polemick Writers, who were near the 
Time, ſhould mention the Lambeth Confecra- 
tion, it is no leſs ſo, that nothing ſhould 'be 
ſaid of it by Hiſtorians of either Side. A 
Paſſage of ſo great Moment, could not eſcape 
either their Knowledge or their Notice. And 
yet, neither Friend nor Enemy relates it, an 
what they relate concerning the new Pre- 
fates, is inconſiſtent with it. Of the Hiſto- 
rians who writ neareſt thoſe Times, no one 

aks ſo fully of the making of the New 

iſhops, as Sanders. It is own'd, even by 
Bramball (chap. 3.) notwithſtanding he ſhews 
the uſual Spleen of Proteſtants, againſt the 
learned Hiftorian, That, He had Reaſon to 
know the Tranſa#tions of thoſe Times. But 
what need we prove his Knowledge of the 
Times? Who could be ignorant of fo re- 
markable a Tranſaction, as the Lambeth Ac- 
count is pretended? The Edition I have of 


Sanders Book, de Schiſmate, is that of Eder, 


at Ingolſtade, An: 1588. That what he fays 
may 2 * the more fairly, T will cite him 
pretty fully. He therefore tells us, Lib. 3. 
pag, 294. That Queen Elizabeth, inſtead of 
Elders, -xefolv'd to have Biſhops in Dignity 
and Name at leaſt: Vel animi proprij inauc- 


tionc, & vel aliorum ſuaſione, judicabat magis 


8 ad gloriam Spiritualis Prælatutæ ſux, ad 
11411 G + | cc regni 


"I 


(88) 
“regni etiam temporalis ſplendorem, atq; 
© demum ad ſectæ etiam ſtabilitatem fore, 
* ut Clerus quem eſſet inſtitutura, ſecundum 
* veteris Eccleſiæ diſtinctionem conſiſteret ex 
* Archiepiſcopis, Epiſcopis, et Diaconis. pag. 
295 diſtribuit mox omnes dignitates 
& et Functiones Eccleſiaſticas in ſuos Lut he- 
© ranos et Calviniſtas, fed plures in hos, quam 
c in illos: Venerant enim ad hanc prædam 
4 ex SHabaudia, aliiſq; loeis, quo antea pro- 
& fugerant, rapidiſſimè hi ipſi, qui paulo 
* prius ſecundum Calvinum, 3 iſtos 
F ſuperbos et Antichriſtianos in pralaturis 
66 Principatus, ac Dominationes. p. 296. — Cx- 
& terum Epiſcopatus ac alias * 54D Ec- 
& clefiaſticas avide et fine ſcrupulo captabant 
& Calumiſts Elizabetha quidem ita hæc 
& per literas patentes conferebat, ut tamen 
7 8 eos quibus collata erant, a certis 
erfonts ac ritu etiam certo ſecundum l{eges 
bc regni ordinari.“ Poſſibly a Reader might 
think it ſtrange to ſee me quote theſe laſt 
Words, while I pretend to prove from this 
Author, That the new Prclates were not or- 
dain'd according to the new Ordinal. But 
after I have deſir'd him to believe from 
Hence, that I am fair and candid in the 
Matter, I muſt alſo defire him to reflect, 
Firſt, That whatever were Queen Elrabeth's 
private Perſuaſion or Deſign in making Bi- 
ſhops, yet ſhe was ſo over - rul'd in the Choice, 
that moſt of them were Calumiſts, who not 
only did not believe, that Biſhops were Jure 
Drumo, but even thought them no better than 
Antichriftian.” Sccondly, That however, they 
cook Biſhopricks without Scruple, contrary. to 
F | _ new 
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their own Doctrine; fo Godly they were. Third: 
ly, That when he adds, That they ought 8550 
tuerit) to have been ordain'd by the Fei ſons 
and Kite preſcrib'd by the Law, this may in- 
deed ſhew us what was the Queen's Deſign, 
but it alſo ſhews, What was the Conſcience 
of thoſe Men, who would accept of Biſhop- 
ricks under ſuch Conditions as they thought 

inconſiſtent with their Calvinian Principles. 
And therefore thoſe laſt Words of Sanders 
prove indeed the unconſcionableneſs of Cal. 
W. 21/5, in their admitting Places, which might 
engage them to uſe ſuch Ceremonies, and 
take upon them ſuch Stations, as they deteſted 
for Antichriſtian 3 but that they do not im- 
port, that the firſt Prelates were actually, but 
only ought (oportuerit) to have been ſo or- 
dain'd, will appear by what follows. 

56. He goes on pag. 297. . © Henricus Octa- 
« yus, radix peccati, cum ab. Eccleſia et ſede 
* Apoſtolica regnum ſuum diviſiſſet, decrevit ; 
* ne quiſquam electus in Epiſcopum, Bullas 
* Pontificias, ſeu mandatum Apoſtolicum de 
* conſecratione requireret. —— Ceremoniam 
autem et ſolennem unctionem more eccle-' 
* fiaſtico adhuc in conſecratione illa adhiberi 
* voluit, quam poſtea proficiens in Fels Za. 
* wardus Sextus, ſuſtulit, et pro ed Caluinicas 
* aliquot deprecationes ſubſtituit ; ſervata ta- 
men ſemper priori, de numero præſentium 
Epiſcoporum qui manus ordinando impone-· 
* rent, lege. Has leges novas ſuſtulit Regina, 
Maria; Elizabetba in integrum reſtituit ac 
renovavit: Ut proinde oportuerit hos Regi- 
* nales Prælatos ita quoque ordinari, ut con- 
ſentiente Metropolitano, dus vel tres Epiſcopi 


n 3 
* afſſiſtant, ipſiſa; manus mponant.” What ? 
Does not Sanders ſay here again, That the 
new Prelates were to be, ſhould be, ought 
to be ordain'd by the Ordinal, and the Num- 
ber of Biſhops preſcrib'd by King Eaward 
the Sixth? How then can we bring him for 
an Author, who denies the Lambeth Ordina- 
tion? Does not Le Courayer pag. 34. quote 
the very Place which J quoted juſt before, 
of the Cerizs perſones, ac ritu certo, as the 
Teſtimony of one who cannot be ſuſpected, 
That the Queen always took Care, that the 
Ceremonies preſcrib'd by the Laws ſhould 
be obſerv'd? Yes, and Le Courayer goes ſtill 
farther; but with what Candor, let others 
judge: For he tranflates the Word oportuerit 
by theſe, She oblig'd them to be ſo ordain' 
Whereas I maintain, That Sanders only meant 
that they ought, but yet were not in Effect ſo 
ordain'd, as the Law preſcrib'd. His Senſe 
J plainly this: That altho* the Queen had 
renew*'d the Statute of Edward VI. altho? the 
Calvinian Principles of the new Prelates ſhonld 
have made them ſcruple, at the Ceremonies 
which ought to have been then uſed, and 
were uſed afterwards ; yet their Scruples did 
not hinder them from taking Biſhopricks ; 
That the Prayers indeed of the new Ordinal 
were properly Calviniſtical Prayers, yet the 
Ceremonies, the Surplices, the Copes, the very 
Functions even of the new Epiſcopacy, w 
what had ſtill, in their Opinion, enough o 
the Amntichriſtian, and therefore they ought 
not in Conſcience to have accepted of them; 
that however, the Advantage prevail'd over 
their Scruples: In fine, That altho* they 
oe og eight 
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or u to have been fo ordain'd, yet in Effect, 


it ſo happen'd, and happen d r:diculouſly, that 
they were not ſo ordain'd. If Le Courayer 
had been ſo candid, or ſo exact, as to have 
quoted what follows, 1t would have plainly 


| l that this is what Sanders affirms. 


For in the next Paragraph but one to the 
Words cited by the Librarian (which there- 
fore he could not well be ignorant of) and 
in the very next Words of all to the Place 
I have laſt cited, he goes on with a relative 
Particle, which ſhews, that what follows is 
referr'd to what he had been ſaying, and the 
Particle being of the Adverſatrve Kind, plain: 
ly imports, that the Ordination was not ſuch 
as it ought to have been, even according to 
the new Lawys. A 

57. His next Words are, pag. 297. K 
« perridiculè accidit, ut cum iſti ſupermtendentes 
* creandi eſſent, nec a Catholicis Epiſcopis 


_ © 1mpetrare potuerint, ut ipſis manus admo- 


4 verent, nec inter /e aut tres, duoſue Epiſ- 
« copos, aut ullum omninò fax perfidiæ 
* Metropolitanum, ab aliis Epiſcopis prius Ore 
dinatum haberent, cujus vel manu vel 


conſenſu conſecrari poſſent; nec etiam 


* ad vicinas Lutheranorum aut Calviniſtarum 
* Ecclefias conferre ſeſe commodꝭè poſſent, ut 
* inde mutuas Epiſcoporum (qui fortè nec 
ibi aderant) operas peterent: Inſtabant ve- 
quendam Archiepiſcopum 
* Hibernum (quem tum Londini in vinculis 
© habebant) ut in hac illis neceffitate ſuccur- 
< reret, et libertate illi, et præmiis tis, 


* fi vellet iſtorum Ordinationi præeſſe; ſed vir 
ut hxre- 
9 ticis 


(92) 


& ticis ſacras manus imponeret, vel alieno 
4 peccato communicaret. Atq; ita cum om- 
& i legitims ordinatione deftituti vulgò dice- 
« rentur, et ipſis legibus Anglicans vere pro- 
4 barentur non eſſe Epiſcopi, brachium ſæ- 
& culare invocare coacti ſunt, - ut laici Ma- 
c giftratus confirmationem in futuris comitiis 
* acciperent z cujus authoritate, ft quid mi- 
& nus rite, nec ad præſcriptum legum in prio- 
eri inauguratione geſtum eſſet, aut omiſſum, 
6“ 1pſis condonaretur, idq; poſtquam Epiſco- 
« pali officio, et cathedrà, ab/q; ulla Epiſco- 
ce pal: conſecratione aliquot jam annis functi 
4% fuiſſent. Hine nomen illis impoſitum, ut 
&« Parliamentari Epiſcopi dicerentur.” In all 
this large Account, is there ſo much as any 
Hint 7 the Lambeth Solemnity ? Every Sen- 

tence is contrary to it. Firſt, After he had 
faid, they ought to have been ordain'd ac- 
cording to King Edward's Ordinal, he ex 
preſly tells us; But they were not ordain'd 
either by ſuch a Rue, or ſuch Perſons, as that 
required. Jzcondly, He poſitively affirms, That 
whereas. that Ordinal requires a Metropoli- 
tan, and Two or Three conſecrated Biſhops, 
they had none ſuch among them. Conſequent- 
ly he is poſitive, That neither Barlow, nor 
the other pretended Conſecrators of Par- 
ker were true Biſhops. Thirdly, That in this 
Neceſſity, that is, in this want of Biſbots, they 
endeavour'd, but. in vain, to get ſome Ca- 
tholick Biſhop to preſide at their Ordination. 
Could it ever have enter'd into their Thoughts 
to have been ſo earneſt in getting Orders 
from a Catholick, if they had been able to 
have it done by undoubted Biſhops of their 


K 


A. 


own ? 


(93) 

own ? Such Addreſſes. are never made to Ad- 
verſaries but in extreme Neceſſity and Want. 
Fourthly, That it was notoriouſly and com- 
monly ſaid by all, (vgs) that they had 10 
Ordination, not only none ſuch as Catholicks 
wou'd own, but not even ſuch a one as the 
new Engliſh Laws, that is, the new Ordinal 
requir'd. Fifihly, That this 'was the Reaſon 
of their being oblig'd to get themſelves con- 
firmd by the Parliament, and that  henre, 
(viz. From this Confirmation given them, 
_ notwithſtanding it was ſo well known they 
had not been ordain'd according to the new 
Ordinal, nor by true Biſhops) they were call'd 
Parliamentary Biſhops. And may we not now 
ſafely appeal to the World, whether it be 
poſſible, that a Man in his Wits ſhould give 
this Account, if the contrary Lambeth Ac- 
count was notorious ? Rail at Sanders as 
much as you pleaſe ; no Railleries ſhall ever 
filence ſo poſitive, fo full an Evidence. © © 
358. It is very pleaſant (barring the ' Pity 
' we owe them, for the extream Spleen they 
ſhew -againſt Dr. Sanders) to hear what our 
Adverſaries anſwer to his Contemporary Acrount 
of this Matter. Bramhall in the firſt Place, 
Chap. 3. calls it a Shameleſs Untruth, tp fay 
they had not - two or three Biſhops, or one 
Metropolitan amongſt them. For ſays he, The 
 Dueen's Commiſſion names Seven. And have 

we not Reaſon to call this a pleaſant Anſwer? 

The very Queſtion is, Whether the pretend- 
ed Records of that Commiſſion, among other 

Appurtenances of the Lambeth Account, are 
not forg'd. We — them forg'd by the 

contemporary Evidence of Sanders, which ts 

FW 1 inconſiſtent 


094 | 
inconſiſtent with it. You anſwer, by produ- 
cing an Inſtance, which is a clear Proof of 
the Regiſter's Inconſiſtence with his Teſti- 
mony. Sanders could not be ignorant of ſo 


ublick a thing as the Regiſter Account. 


Tour Anſwer therefore comes to this: That 
ſuppoſing the Regiſter true, Sanders is in the 
wrong. We grant the Conſequence, but deny 
the Thing ou ſuppoſe, which is not thus to 
be prov'd, by ſuppoſing it true; while ſo clear- 
ly contradicted by an Author, whom you own 
to be well acquainted with the Tranſactions 
of his Times. $:condly, Bramball tells us, That 
Sanders miſtakes the Maiter. altogether, when 
he ſays, they were very inſtant with an Irish 
Archbiſhop to ordain them, becauſe they might 
have had ſeven Iriſn Archliſhops and Biſhops, 
15 they had needed them. Very pleaſant again: 
"or, beſides that, Bramhall is much out, in 
affirming, that the old Biſhops, in Ireland com- 
plied with the pretended Reformation; even 
ſuppoſing ſome . of them did fo, it does 
not. follow, that they did not, endeavour to 
perſuade the: [ri/+ Biſhop in their Priſons, to 
get his Liberty by. ordaining them. Our Ad- 
verſaries grant, That Endeavours were us'd 
to have Tonftal, Bourne, Poole, and Kitchen 
to ordain them. They produce. the Queen's 
[ 


Commiſſions to thoſe Catholick . Biſhops. | It | 


ſeems then, that they did not count upi 
the pretended Number of [ri/þ Biſhops. 14. 
22 (for as to his pretending, that in the Par- 
Lament which confirm'd them Biſhops, no- 

thing was mov'd, concerning the Validity of 
their Ordination, we ſhall ſpeak to it here- 
aſter) he anſwers, That at leaſt, Sanders * 
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vas not ordain'd according to the Regiſter. 


(95) 
aot mention the Nag's-bead. He does not 
indeed expreſly in his Hiſtory. But as we 
ſhall ſee Rota afterwards N. 111. making 
him one of the Publiſhers of it, ſo we ſhall. 
ſee he might well omit the Particulars upon 
good Reaſons. But however, he plainly con- 
tradicts the Lambeth Account, and when he 
ſays, Qualeſcunq; fuerint et quomodorung; fait 
itt Pſeudo epiſcopi. He does not by theſe 
Words, as Bramball pretends, leave it doubt- 
ful, whether they were ordain'd at Lambeth, 
or no. For ſo publick an Ordination could 


not be doubtful; and then too, thoſe very 


Words expreſs, That they were made in ſuch 
a Manner, as only made them falſe b:ſhops. 
And infine, whatever Doubt they leave as 
to other Particularities (which he thought 
not neceſſary, or not expedient to mention) 
yet they leave no Doubt, but that Parker 


For he had already ſpoken of ſuch Particu- 
lars, as are altogether inconſiſtent - with the 
Lambeth Account, which if it had been no- 
torious, there could be no Doubt, as to the 
Place, Perſons, and Manner. If, after I had 
given ſeveral Inſtances. of a Man's entering 
unjuſtly into an Eſtate, I ſhould at Length 
lay, But howfoever he entred into it, he made 
a bad Uſe of it; this could not be brought 


for a Proof of my doubting, Whether he had 


the Eſtate by a publick legal Conveyance 3 
and this is exactly what Sanders ſays. After 
having evidently affirm'd, they were not or- 
dain'd by other Biſhops, even according to 
their own Ordinal, he adds: But howſoever 
they were made, they prov'd very ſad — 
Wn 9. 


© (96) : 

59. Do Proteſtant Hiſtorians at leaſt, - ſay 
any thing of the Lambeth Conſecration? Not 
a Word; Dr. 9 chap. 14. has long 
ſince obſerv d, That How in his Chronicle, 
notwithſtanding his Care in other Particulars 
of leſs Moment, his Exactneſs in mentioning 
Cardinal Poole's Conſecration, and the re- 
markable Ceremonies of it, his even relating 
the Conſecration of other Biſhops, and ſeve- 
ral other things of Parker himſelf, for whom 
he has a particular Regard; yet he no where 
takes the leaſt Notice of his Conſecration; 
he no where tells us where, when, by whom 
it was perform'd. I ſuppoſe, Mr. William, 
did not deſign a Syllogiſm, but a Burleſque, 
when (pag. 82.) he makes us argue thus: 
Stow. does not mention Parker's Conſecration, 
but he does mention Cardinal Pool?'s : ergo. He 
ſhould have added, unleſs ſome particular Rea- 
ſon can be given for How's Silence, it muſt be | 
thought that he never knew of the Lambeth ſo- 
lemn Conſecration, ſince it was too particular | 
and important, not to be taken Notice of; 
whereas, if How takes no Notice of ſeveral 
other Conſecrations, it is becauſe there was 
nothing particularly remarkable in thoſe. But 
what could be more remarkable than the 
ſolemn Conſecration of Him, who was to be 
the Source of all their others? However, it 
is neither from his, nor from Hollinſbed's Si- 
lence alone (tho it muſt needs ſeem ſtrange 
to any impartial Man, that they ſhould 
ſo ſilent, in ſo important an Occaſion) but 
from poſitive Matters of Fact, that we can 
prove they were ignorant of the Lambeth Or- 

dination. Thus Hollingſbed ſpeaking of Dr. 
ö Tonſtal, 
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Jonſtal, Biſhop of Durham, ſays : © He Was 
« by the noble e Queen Eltakith, depriv'd of 
«> his Biſhoprick, &. and was committed to 
« Matthew Parker, imop of Canterbury, who 
« us'd him very "honourably, both for the 
“Gravity, Learning and Age of the ſaid 
« Junſtal. But he not ung remaining un- 
« der the Ward of the faid Biſhop, did 
« ſhortly after, the Fighteemh of November, 
« depart this Life at” Herb, wiitiethe fit 
« receiv'd his Conſecration.” Upon ' theſe 
mou of Hollingſted, Mr. ,. wy obſerves ( pag. 
61.) That here we ſee Parker was conſecrã- 
* (ſuch a Conſecration as it was) before 
the Eighteenth of November, ſince he calls 
him abſolutely Biſhop, And places him at 
e which argues his being inſtall'd in 
oſſeſſion of it, as Biſhop, Which could not 
be before Conſecration, unleſs they inſtalbd 
for Biſhops ſuch as were none. He there- 
fore ſuppoſes Parker's Conſecration was be- 
fore the 17th of Decentber, which is the Re- 
5017 Date of it. And, upon this Place of 
ollingſhed, it is farther obſervable, That Vi. 
lams is much out in pretending 5 (Pa g. $2. 2 
to account for theſe Hiſtorians Silence o 
Parker's Conſecration, by telling us, That 


civil Hiſtorians have line Regard to Conſecra- 


tions. For, Stow is very Tar e * the Con- 
ſecration, Which immediately preceded * | 
ker's; and the Notice Hollin takes of 7. 
28 Conſecration, muſt oe put. him in : 


Mind of Parker's, Unleſs there Pf ſome pa 
ticular Reaſon to wave the Place and The 5 


Ceremony; and we ſhall give a ſtrong Evi- | 
| dience 


Ch 
Ee (N. 104.) that the Nag” lead was the 
"4 An Inſtance from How, that Parker 
had a Sort of a Conſecration before the 17th 
of December 1559, We have from what that 
Chronolo er relates, of the ſolemn Ob/equies 
per fſorm'd by the Quęen s Order, for Henry II. 
of France, in St. Paul's at London, on the 
9th of Sep tember. Here, he tells us, That , 
arlow, my Lory officiated ; That. Scory, in 
Ulace of Grindal,” Biſhop of London, 1 
a Erman. . Whereupd r. Ward obſerves 
again (pag. 62.) That. Grindal is calbd ab- 
ſolutely Biber, three "Months before: the Re- 
giſter Date. of Parker's Conſecration. Parker 
5 officiated as Ee and before Barlow 
and Sry, who a to the Lambeth Ac- 
count, were eee iſhops, and de 
conſequently have taken Per of Parker, if 
not in other Occaſians, | jet ſurely in "he 
Church, Offices. Which © ſervations. were in 
Effet, made long, Pee Dr. CHampney, 
aß. 197; as ale, That Sew expreſly . indeed, 
Parker, Barl ow, and Cory, Biſhops Elad, 
becauſe they were not tler inſtall d in their 
Sees; whereas. Grandat, inſtall'd in the 
See of London, is calld. Bip iſbop. abſolutely, 
without the Word Ele#t, or any other Re- 
ſtriction. And as the Sermon i is ſaid, preach'd 
by. Scory, . in the. Place of F Grindal, Biſhop, 
which imports, That of Right, it belong d 2 
Crindal, the Biſhop. of the Place to do 45 ; 
perhaps, it was to wave this Difficulty, | oo 
Hieylin OS the Circumſtance of Scory's ) 
* lace of Dr. Grindal, Biſhop of | 


ondon. x one may farther take Notice, 
from. 


(99), 

from the Memoirs of the Houſe of Noailles, 
That the French Ambaſſador writ to the Freuzh 
Court an Account of the Ceremony; and par- 
ticularly, That The Office, was performed 
e on Saturday Morning, which the Archbiſhop 
c celebrated with the Supper after their Man- 
4 ner, where four of the aforefaid Mourners 
« communicated with the ſaid Arebbiſbop, and 
« two other Miniſters in their Church Ha- 
bits.“ In which words, we fee the Rank 
which Parker had above thoſe whom tha 
Regiſter makes his Conſecfators,: more than 
three Months after, and That at Court, he 

was already look d upon as Biſhop) in dus 
Form. We ſhall have Occaſion! hereafter tu 
obſerve other Particulars, by Which it will 
farther appear, That the Lambeil Account is 
inconſiſtent with theſe Hiſtorians, and to an- 
ſwer what may be objected, from theirs, t 
" other Rafforied:; ff = 0529 | 160 


The Lambeth Account incredible, becauſe groy l 
ealy rejected as ſuch, ben firſt 7 ap ge TAE * 


61. And when did it firſt, appear? Is it 
not incredible, that this ſhould be an; Que 
ſtion, if that Account had the leaſt Air of 
being Authentick? For, when ſhould it have 
appear'd, but when the Fact was freſheſt; 
when the Diſputes of Ordination were hot- 
eſt; when Harding and Hapleton, and Briſtom, 
&c. call'd for it; when Zutz Hern, I bi- 
taker, &c. might have diſpatch'd- a bold and 
troubleſome Objection with theſe tWO Words, 
k | H 2 | Lambeth, 


4 
bale 


ws add IR) Roi, ES I AO 


Y * 


1 
Lambeth, and the Regiſter? Where ſhould fo 
notorious a Fact be related, but by Sanders, 


to cenſure it; or by Hollingſbed, and Stow, to 


applaud it? Yet in all theſe, much againſt, 
nothing for it, appears. When then did it 
appear? Some few Touches of it, like Flaſhes | 
before a gathering Storm, were advanc'd by I 
Sutclift, — and Godwm. But we ſhall 


fee they blunder'd ſtrangely in their Parts. 


At length Maſon. produc'd the Regiſter, al- 
moſt in full Growth. When? Anno Domini 
1513. That is above Fifty Years too late. 
Accordingly, inſtead of any Advantage to the Þ| 
Engliſh Orders, it brought upon them a new | 
Prejudice. It ſeem'd clear, That rumerons 


Deeds, large Heaps of Atts, voluminous Writ- 


inge, Whereof a very fmall Parcel would have 
finiſh'd the Caufe at once, if produc'd in 
due time, muſt certainly be forg'd, ſince the 
Caſe had been ſo long diſcuſgd, and theſe 
Proofs were never allede'd. This we find 
very prudently obſerv'd, and cloſely urg'd 
by F. Thomas Fitzberbet. His other Works, 
and particularly, his learned Treatiſe of Po- 
licy and Religion, ſhew how capable he was 
of obſerving the remarkable Paſſages of his 
own, as well as of paſt Times. His Birth, 


— Prudence and Virtue, made him 


reſpected by the greateſt Perſons of all Ranks 
and all Perſuaſions. There is a fingular 
Strength of Judgment and Candor, in what 


| N he urg'd upon the Appearance of the Regi- 


ſter; and I will quote his Words upon it 


the more fully, both for the Weight they bear 


of themſelves, and for the Conſequences which 
follov /d upon the Inſtance of this great 1 
h Ee > 62. The 


YES 


(101) 5 
62. The very Year that Maſon proclaim'd 
the Regiſter, F. Fitzberbert had already ſent a 
Book to the Preſs, call'd, the Adjoinder to the 
Supplement. Upon the Surprize of ſo great a 
Novelty as the Regiſter, he ſent an Appendix 
to be added to his Book, wherein he ſays, 
Pag. 486. © It was my Chance to under- 
* jtand —— That one Mr. Maſon endeavoureth 
* to. prove their. Conſecration by a Regiſter, 
e teſtitying, that four Biſhops conſecrated Mr. 
* Parker —— This our Exception touching 
« the lawful Vocation and Conran of 
the fir/? Proteſtant Biſhops in the late Queen's 
Days, is not a new Quarrel lately rais'd 
„ by us two only, I mean the Author of the 
« Preface to the Diſcuſſion, and my ſelf, but 
vehemently urged drvers Times heretofore, by 
many other Catholicks many Years ago; yea, 

in the very beginning of the late 


1 1 
* Reign, as namely, to omit others, by the 


« two learned Doctors Harding and Stapleton 
“ in their Books againſt Mr. veel and Mr. 
« Horn, whom they preſſed mightily with 
« the Defe&t of due Vocation Conſecra- 
* tion, urging them to prove the ſame, and 
„ to ſhew how and by whom they were 


c made Prieſts and Biſho - And what 


“ trow you, was anſwer'd thereto ? Was there 
* any Biſbop named who Conſecrated them? 
« Were there any Witneſſes alledged of their 
“ Conſfecration ?, Was Mr. Maſon's Regifter, or 
« any other Authentical Proof thereof produc'd, 
either by Mr. 7ewel or Mr. Horn? No 


truly. For, as for Mr. Horn, he never re- 
ply'd, or any Man for him, for ought1 
ever heard. And Mr. 7ewel, though he 
took upon him to anſwer t; yet he did. 
ny; "1 


4 


ce 
cc 
10 


ies 

* it ſo weakly and coldly, and ambiguouſly 
„ that he ſufficiently fortify'd and juſtifyd 
* his Adverſaries Objection —— To the Que- 
% ftion how he was confecrated, or by whom, 
© he anſwereth no otherwiſe than thus; our 
 & Biſhops ar: made, faith he, in Form and 
4 Order, as they have been ever, by free Election 
ce of the Chapter, and by Conſecration of the 
& Archbiſhop and three other Biſhops. Wherein 
vou ſee, he faith not, I was made, or, we 
« were made by the Conſecration of the Arch- 
« biſhop and three other Biſhops, as he ſhould 
« have ſaid, to anſwer directly to the Que- 
© ſtion; but, our Biſhops are made, &c. de- 
« claring directly and truly nothing elſe, but 
the Cuſtom, that then was received and 
E uſed —_ them, for the making of Bi- 
4 ſhops, which was not denied or doubted 
« of by Dr. Harding: Neither was it any 
“ Thing at all to the purpoſe, becauſe the 
*+ ſame concerned not the Inſtitution and Con- 
“ ſecration of Mr. Jewel himſelf, or the firſt 
46 pretended Biſhops, and much leſs did it 
64 concern the Ordination and Conſecration of 
* their Archbiſhop, which, as Mr. Jewel 
& could not but know, moſt imported to be 
&. declared. For, albeit it ſhould be true, 
„ that the Archbiſhop and three others con- 
“ ſecrated Mr. Jewel himſelf and the reſt; 
© yet if the faid Archbiſhop, and the three 
ec others had themſelves no C 
ther they nor any other ordain'd by them 
by, in ac —— IT wiſh it well to be 
© weigh'd, whether it be probable, that theſe 
4 two learned Men (Dr. Harding and Dr. Ha- 
_ © pletan) would have objected to Mr. {ome 
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„„ „,., 
4 and Mr. Horn this Defe# of their Conſe- 
« cration in printed Books, ſo confidently and 
&« ſo reſolutely as they did, if they had not 


c been well aſſared\ of "6 eſpecially, When 


« their Conſecfation would have been ſo freſh 
« in Memory, if they had been conſecratec 
« at all, that the Denyers of it might have 
«© been convinced of it by multitudes of, Wit- 


e wefſes to their perpetual Shame. Thirdly 
„ Let. it be conf 


iderd, whether. Mr. 7ewel 
« being expreſly demanded and urged to ſhew 
« ho confecrated him and his Fellows, 
« would have anfwerd fo irreſolutely, am- 
“ biguouſly, and indirectly as he did, if he 
could have proved their Conſecration, either 
« by Witneſſef or Regiſters, or any other Au- 


e thentical Proof; to which Purpoſe it is alſo 


„ to be noted, that he made no doubt at all 


©. to ſpeak reſolutely and clearly of his Ele- 


« tion, becauſe it was true and evident 
„that he was choſen by the Chapter of Sa- 
«& Honey, c gs oe Ton 

63. However ſtrong a Preſumption, theſe 
Arguments might raiſe againſt the Regiſter, 
F. Fitzherbert was too wiſe a Man to ſtop at 
a mere Preſumption, where the Matter would 
bear a farther Trial. He therefore added, 


refus'd, would. doubtleſs convince the World 
of the Forgery. He inſiſted upon it, {and 
nothing could be more fair and, candid, ef- 
pecially conſidering he at the ſame. time, en- 
gag'd to procure any one, who ſhould deſire 
it, the Liberty of examining. any Records at 
Rome, of ſuch a publick Concernment) That 


in the ſame Append, a Propoſal, which, if 
tle 


the Regiſter might be view'd and examin'd 
* 8 ; | jv ; 


f 19 
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(104) . 

by Catholicks. So publick an Accufation of 
Forgery from ſo. celebrated a Perſon, and 
the Trial put upon ſo fair an Iſſue, made 
a great Noiſe. The Regiſter muſt be for- 


ever blaſted, if they refus'd to ſhew it. Dr. 


Abbot, who then poſſeſs'd the See of Canter. 
bury, procur'd to have four Prieſts brought 
from different Priſons, where they were de- 
tain'd for their Religion, to Lambeth. There 
the voluminous Regiſter was ſhew'd them, 
in the Preſence of the nam'd Archbiſhop of 
Canterbury, and thoſe of London, Durham, 
Ely, Bath, Lincoln, and Rocheſter. Were the 
Catholicks convinc'd that it was Authentick ? 
Nothing leſs. F. Zuvency, in his elegant Hi. 
ſtory of the Heiety, lib. 13. N. 92. pag. 192. 
marks the very Day they were ſent for, the 
14th of May 1614. the Names of the Perſons, 
vi. F. Farcloth, and F. Lathwar, Jeſuites; 
and M. K:ak and Colliton, both Secular Prieſts. 
He then adds, That F. Lathwart particular- 
Iy anſwerd, That he would not be poſitive 
till he had farther Leiſure to examine the 
Regiſter. © Negavit ſe quidquam ceris pro- 
« mnunciare poſſe: Optimum videri ut narra- 
< tio integra deſcriberetur, et per otium ex- 
« aminaretur. Exſcribendam promiſit Gan 
„ tuariehſis, Gratias egere Patres, et in ſuum 
« remiſh ſunt ergaſtulum. Diebus paucis 
4 interjectis petierunt ut narrationem deſcri- 
og benkant quem admodum promiſerat, cu- 
4 raret. Diſtulit ſemper in commodiorem, 
« uti prædicabat, occaſionem. Ac rurſum 
„ jIlis haud ſemel flagitantibus, yerba dedit.“ 
This Refuſal, of either viewing the Regiſter 
more at Leifure, or having an ny 
; Hoods 283 - > „ = pY 


( 105 ) 

Copy of it, was writ to F. Fitzherbert, and 
convinc'd both him and the World, That 
their Suſpicions were juſt. Juvency refers to 
the Original Letters for his Account : And 
hence it appears, That Bramhall had no Rea- 
ſon to ſay (chap, 4.) That they perus'd the 
Regiſter as much as they pleas'd, and 2 this 
Sentence, That the Book was beyond Exception. 
It appears farther, That Bramhall miſrepre- 
ſents the Matter, by adding, That it was ri- 
diculous for -them to defire to have the Re- 
cords in Priſon, ſince ſuch. Books are not to 
go out of the Preſence of the Rezper. This 
they neither inſiſted upon, nor was it ſo hard 
a Matter to have the Priſoners brought again 
to Lambeth, under their own Keepers, or the 
impriſon'd Regiſter, with its Azeper, might 
at leaſt have been view'd again by other 
Catholicks. To refuſe this, or to boggle at 
it, is an Aſperſion from which the Regiſter 
can never be clear'd. To tell us with Bram- 
hall again, That it may now be feen, is no- 
thing to the Purpoſe. *Tis too late Dif- 
ference of Characters, and other Circumſtances 
cannot now be ſo well judg'd of, as. they 
could have been fo much nearer the Times. 
And yet we. ſhall hereafter ſee, That even 
now, there are abundant Marks of Forgery 
to been, ſeen in the Parcels of it, as they 
have te produc'd. Mr. Williams, I ſup- 
poſe, will need no Anſwer, in the Opmion of 
any prudent Reader, when he Fg es > Wo 
That the two Jeſuits repented of their Con- 
viction, and that their afterwards denying, it, 
77 a Caſe of Conſcience to be reconciPd by fome 
Romiſh Caſuiſt, who will tell you. very gravely, 
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e aforg'd Regiſter.” Mr. William, 


1 
without bluſhing, That to tell a Lie to advan, 


the Catholick Religion, alias, the Religion of 


Rome, 7s a Duty and no Hin. The Calumny 
38 too glaring ; and as ſuch a Lye could not 
advance, but prejudice their Cauſe, ſo the 
Keepers of the Regiſter could not prejudice 
their own Cauſe more remarkably, than by 
not calling other Catholicks, at leaſt, to a full 
Examination of it, eſpecially conſidering, 
That after F. Fiizherbert, Catholicks at that 
very time, ftill inſiſted upon the Accuſation of 
its being forg'd, as is very evident, from Dr. Xl. 


iſon, Champney, Proteſtant Demonſtration, &c. 


64. I have not by me the Nullity of th: 
Proteſtant Clergy of England. But Mr. Ward 
(pag. 43.) relates from the Poſiſcript of it, 
this remarkable Paſſage, with Regard to this 
Afﬀair, in theſe Words: © Since the finiſh- 


* ing of the Point, I have had Occaſion to 


« find out ſome Particulars Mr. Abbot of 


4 Canterbury ſhew'd to F. Faircloth, certain 


4 Records 8 the Lambeth 17 
« But Mr. Ploꝛuden, yet living, does depoſe, 
* That he had it from F. Faircloth's own 


„ Mouth, with whom he liv'd many Years 


4 an intimate Friend, this enſuing Anſwer 


* of F. Faircloth's to Abbot. My Lord, faid 


«© he, my Father was a Proteftant, and kept 
* 2 Shop in Cheapfide, and affur'd me, That 


4 himſelf was preſent at Parker's, and the 
4 firſt Proteſtant Biſhops Conſecration at the 


« Nag's-head in Chenpfide, 8c. This ſup- 
pos d, my Lord, I cannot ilim: 6 ny 5 
pag. $3. 


anſwers this Paſſage by a Sleer. T ſuppoſe, 


fays he, we ſhall have Aﬀidavits of the Pre: 
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ence of other Witneſſes printed upon us Ver 


of WR long. The Teſtimonies of Rome are endleſs. 

ny WH And Iam ſure they are convincing, if ſuch 

wot Flirts as theſe are all the Anſwer. It can 

he be no Wonder, That upon a farther Diſcuſ- 

ce WE fon of a Point, new Fa#s ſhould be found; 

by and this in particular, has fuch an Air of 

1! WF Candor, and is fo well atteſted, That Mr. 

g, Williams muſt allow us to require a better 

at Reply. But theſe, and the other Proofs of 

ol Forgery, will now appear ftronger, by view- 
ing ſome Parts of the Regiſter. 

he 5 | | | ; C. 7. 85 4 7 
4 arte of Forgery in the pretended Records, 
t, recited by Le Courayer, relating to Parker. 

is CEN 5 


. 65. Le Courayer has but three 5 his 

0 WF pretended Records relating to Parker, No. V. 

pag. 344. The firſt is calbd Parents, or a 

n WF Conmmfion from Q. Elizabeth for his Conſe- 

) WW cration, directed to Cuthbert, Biſhop of Dur- 

„am, Gilbert, Biſhop of Bath, Davi/, Biſhop 

nN Wy of Peterborough, Anthony, Biſhop of Landaff, 

S WW ///iliam Barlow, Biſhop, and John Hory, Bi- 

T thop. It is not indeed in the Regiſter of 

1 WW Lambeth, but in the Rolls, as we are told. 

However, it is ſo nearly connected with the 

x Regiſter, That the Grounds of ſuſpecting It, will 

* WH firengthen the Suſpicion of Forgery in That. 

- 66. Mr. Ward has obſerv'd very well (p. 32.) 

ef the Queen and her Council, had look'd 

upon Harlow and Sory for true Biſhop: 

| WW © conſidering that Landaff (who they might 

( ſuppoſe would comply, becauſe he had 

* own'd her Supremacy) was undoubtedly 
ao be | EN a 


„„ 
« a Biſhop; they needed not to have d. 
“ rected the Commiſſion to any other, bu 
© to thoſe three alone; for, this Number ; 
* ſufficient in time of Neceflity ; or they 
„might have added Miles Coverdale to them, i 
& if they had look'd upon him for a tr 
« Biſhop'; yea, or Hodgskins either, if ther 
* was ſuch a Man. This, I ſay, one would 
* think the Queen might in Prudence rather 
“have done, than to have ſo unwarily, 6 
«© unforeſightedly, and ſo very imprudenty i 
* hazarded a ſhameful Denial. 
67. It is farther obſervable in this Com. 
miſhon, That Barlow and Sdcory are calld 
Biſhops without naming their Sees: These 
ought to have been nam'd, that it might Wl 
appear, whether they were true and legal 
Biſhops. Again, It may ſeem a ſtrange In. 
congruity, to name Biſhop Ton/tal for one d 
Parker's Conſecrators, While he was unde 
Parker's Ward, or rather his Priſoner. 
68. But whatever any one ſhould plea: 
to think of this firſt Commiſſion, being ge. 
nuine or forg'd, our Adverſaries grant it was 8 « 
never executed. They preſent us with a { WM « 
cond, which yet is ſo far from mending, W« 
that it adds to the Flaws of the former. I: Wc 
begins thus: Regina, c. Reverendis in . 
« Chriſto Patribus, Antonio Landav, Epi (copo ?7 
« Willielmo Barlow quondam Bathon. Epilco 
po, nunc Ciceſt. electo, Johann: Scorye quon- . 
« dam Ciceſt. nunc Here ſordenſi, Mil. Cover Wc 
4 dall quondam Exonienſi epi ſcopo, Richard. 
* Hedfordenſi, Fohanni J. faden epilooneSut 0 
<< fraganeis, Johanni Bale Oflorenſi epiſcopo, Sa-. 
4 lutem.” Here we ſtill find, the Forgers are re- 
folv'd, if poſſible, to have ſome one mts Bi. 
1 hag OP, 
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Precedency, as Dr. Champney, 
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chop, at leaſt to ſecure the Matter. Rather 
me poor old Biſhop of Landaf}, than none, 
tho' he had loſt his Credit with both Sides, 
by his Conduct, and almoſt his Eyes at leaſt, 
if not his other Senſes, ' by Age and Weak- 
neſs, and has the Character fix'd upon him 
by Cambden, of the Calamity of 'his He. 1 
ſhould think it very great Inhumanity to 
WE ſpeak thus of any one, by the leaſt Deſign 
Jof inſulting him in his Misfortunes. It is 
only mention'd, to make the Reader more 
ſenſible that certainly, unleſs they had been 


conſcious of ſome ſolid Doubt at leaſt of 


the Orders of Barlow and the reſt, they ne- 
ver would have been ſo earneſt to have them 
from any Catholick, and leſs from Him. 
8 However, Want forces People to ſtoop. He 
is therefore in the firſt Place; Tho? accordin 
co all Cuſtom and Right, Barlow, if he ha 


been a true Biſhop, ought to have had the 

| | | a 193. ob- 
ſerves, and after him Mr. Ward. pag. 20. 
where they both add theſe Words. For 
* thoſe Biſhops, who have not Precedency by 
* Reaſon of their Sees (as Lanaaff has not) 
* havetheir Place and Rank, according to their 
* Antiquity in Conſecration, which is always 


© neceſſarily obſerv'd in ſuch publick and to- 


* lemn As, as is the Conſecration of an Arch- 


_ © biſhop, for avoiding that Scandal, which 


* would. undoubtedly follow, by inverting 
and confounding Mens Rank and Places. 
And doubtleſs, if Mr. Barlow had known 
** himſelf as truly a Biſhop, as he knew Mr. 


I Nichin of Landaff to be, he would have 


© diſdain'd to have been his Second in that 
KEE TOC .,, * Honourable 


(/ r10. ) ; 
* Honourable Action, ſeeing he ſhould (if 
0 N * 2 much ws Senior 
*. Biſhop.” Mr. Williams (pag. 45.) calls 
this nd Pray a Ruuctilio WE.” f orce, a 
triſling Argument, anſwer d long ſince by 
Maſon. He then adds, It is our Way never 
to take Notice of Anſwers, which have been 
made, but to urge our Arguments over and 
over again, with a: bold Au, peculiar to them- 
ſelues and their foreign Education. I hope 
ſuch polite Strokes as theſe, are not the pe- 
culiar Marks of Engliſi Breed ing. But what 
is Maſor's. Anſwer ? Only this, That Landa 
was in actual Poſſeſſion. of his See, whereas 
wer Was 2 yet in 8547785 of bs 
This, lays Maſon, appears | e Queen's Pa- 
tents, calling One, ablolutely Biſhop, the Other, 
only Eledt. And here, ſays Mr. Williams, I 
muſt appeal to all Men of Senſe, whetber this 
i not a very natural Account of this Matter. 


I willingly join in the Appeal, having firſt 


obſerw'd, That Maſon was not ſure: For, he 


only ſays, If I may conjecture. And he did 
well. to be cautious. For it is very clearly, 
but a- ſad. Conjecture ;, fince Bale, (who: is 
laſt in the Commiſſion, and is yet call'd ab- 
ſolutely Biſbop) ſhould, by this Account, 
have been next. to Landaff at leaſt. Beſides, 
That it. is not by actual Poſſeſſion, but by 
Antiquity, of Conſecration, that Precedency 
ſhould. be given in Church- Offices, where no 
peculiar Prerogative of the See determines. it 
otherwiſe. „ E 245) A 
69. The firſt Perſon therefore, in this Piece, 
is very inauſpiciouſſy choſen and plac'd. Let 
us take a ſhort View of the reſt. 10 — 
„ | orm 


2 1 1 


cat 


former Commiſſion, neither that Biſhoprick, 
which Barlow and Cory are (pretended to 
have had, nor that to which they are nam'd, 
Was mention d. This ſecond —— 7 
reſolv'd to make | amends, and names both. 
But this Care, inſtead of mending, only makes 
the former Flaw | more viſible:« And then, 
whereas Stow calls Barlow Elz& of Cheſter, 
and ſeems, to ſpeak of two Scores, there might 
hence be a Difficulty about their Sees, as nam- 
ed in this Commiſſion, But more important 
Difficulties will occur, hereafter, particularly 
of Barlow. Now in general, it is obſervable, 
That S n Biſnops nam d for a a Conſocration, 
is very unuſual; it is much over- doing the 
Matter: Four are the moſt, one enerally meets 
with in ſuch Commiſſions. ut it is more 
obſervable, what a ſtrange Pack of Men they 
are: To ſay no more Laudaff Barlo, 
Lory, Coverdale, and Bale, were A poſtates 
from their Reli _ Orders, and Breakers of 
their ſolemn _ Unlikely; Men to be 
choſen; by — — for Apoſtles, or ſor per- 
petuating the Epiſcopacy of a: Godly: Refor- 
mation. They were alſo very unlikely Men 
to be choſen for it by the Queen, (at leaſt, 
not till ſhe had try d ſtill longer to get ſome: of 
a more - plauſible Character) both becauſe it is 
Vell known ſhe was, at that time, partioular- 
ly averſe. ta à married Clergy, eſpecially” to 
ſuch as married aſter Religious Vows; and 
becauſe they were Men whom the little e- 
ſteem d upon other Accounts, as appears <4 
the Unwullingneſs ſne ſhew'd in promoting 
them. Fearing in his Worthies (pag. 61. 
* ſpeaking of Bale, ſays, * Gre may row 4 


der 


| (IS): | 
ec der, That being ſq learned a Man, who 
had done and ſuffer d ſo much for Religi- 
© on; higher Promotion was not forc'd upon 
< him [than Prebendary of Canterbury} ſeeing 
about the Beginning of Q. El:zabeth, Bi- 
© ſhopricks went about, begging able Men to 
< receive them. But probably, he was a Man 
4 more learned than diſcreet.” And indeed, 
Bale's exorbitant Spleen, and other ill Qua- 
lities, have made him odious to the crvilizd 
and learned World. And we may fairly ſup- 
poſe, That Coverdale's, Hodgskinss, and the 
other Suffragans, being fo little regarded, was 
on Account alſo of their Indiſcretion, at leaſt. 
It is very ſtrange too, by the bye, That we 
ſhould be told fo much of the Learned Engliſh 
Reformers'of thoſe Days, and yet, That Bi- 
ſhopricks went then a begging for ſuch Men; 
for begging is a Sign of Scarcity and Indi- 
gence. Tho' to ſpeak the Truth, we can the 
leſs wonder, That the two Sufragans nam'd 
in this Commiſſion, are not found promoted, 
becauſe ſcarce any thing is known of them, 
but their Names. It is uncertain, whether 
there ever were any ſuch Men: Even the 
Forgers of theſe Acts knew ſo little of them; 
that they make the Queen call him, Richard 
of Bedford on the Hath of December, whom 
three or four Days after, they call Jobn. 
70. With Regard to the little Account 
Queen Eluabeth did, or indeed could in any 
Reaſon make of theſe Commiſſioners, it will 
ny be my. to hear _ 2 1 in 85 12 
Thies.” (Juſſex, pag. 103. Barlow (Jays he, 
11 Cn gle and | omar Style) 
* A Man of much Motion and Promotion — 


e : flying 


by 


« flying the Land in the Reign of Queen 
« Mary, | he became Superintendant of 'the 
« Engliſh Congregation at Embden. Coming 
© back into England, by Queen Elizabeth he 
« was EY Biſhop of Chicheſter. It is a 
C Riddle why he choſe rather to enter into 
„ new. firſt Fruits, and begin at Chicheſter, 
« than return to Bath, a better Biſhoprick. 
© Some ſuggeſt that he was loth to go back to 
„Bath, having formerly conſented to the Ex- 

_ © pilation of that Biſhoprick, whilſt others 
« make his Conſent to ſignify nothing, ſeeing 
© impower d Sacrilege is not ſo mannerly as 
to ask by your. leave”.. In theſe Words we 
have not only one, but many Riddles. Firſt, 
It is a Riddle, That anpower'd - Sacrilege 
ſhould be thought choſen by Heaven for a 
Godly Reformation. Szcondly, That a meaner 
Biſhoprick ſhould . be call'd a Promotion. 

Thirdly, That he ſhould be ſaid to have 
choſen it for that Reaſon, which ſhould ra- 
ther have induced him to go back to Bath 
to endeavour at making ſome amends for his 
former Sacrilegious Conſent to the Expilation. 
Fourthly, It is a Riddle, That his Choice of the 
meaner See, or his Conſent at leaſt to his 
Removal from Bath, ſhould not be expreſs'd 
in the Commiſſion (in Le Courayer, Pag. 369.) 
for confirming him Biſhop of Chicheſter, or 

Pp in Berkeley's Confirmation for Bath. For the 

8s8ee of Bath. could not be legally vacant by 

| the Death of Bourne the Catholick Biſhop, 
unleſs Barlouꝰs Reſignation of it were legally 
ſpecified. His Reſignation is indeed ſpecified 
in an Act pretended. to be paſs'd in Queen 
Mary's Time: But 1 our A lverſaries ſu 
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( 114 ) 
bes that Reſignation to have been unjuſily 
extorted from him, it ought to have been 
declar'd fo in Queen Elizabeth s Days, and 
He the rather be replaced in his form at, 
or promoted to a better, as one, who had 
ferd fo much wrong for the new Cauſe, 
The Style of his Commiſſion ſhould have been 
at leaſt, quondam de facto, & ctiamnum de 
Jure Bath, &c. or in ſome ſuch like T erms. 
Sixthly, It is a Riddle, That a Superintendant, 
and as truly a Presbyterian one, as ever was 
in his Principles, ſhould have ſo little Con- 
ſcience as to accept of being himſelf a Biſhop, 
and of making others. And one cannot but 
make this fame Remark upon Coverdale and 
Bale, who, as Proteſtants tell' us, refuſed ly 
be Biſhops in Queen hs ite 7 85 


muſt, if hes acted by Princip! be Foot 


no leſs averſe from ordainin 4 ds 3 A 
in all honeſt and moral inp 1 (fays the Au- 
hey did not give 


thor of Proteſi. Dem. paige Ly 
that Order to any whic dr ae diſchim'd 


as Antichtiſtian” and Blaſphemous. For this 
was their Opinion of Epiſcopacy, as appears 
by the Words of Bale, cited Ibid. The 
Names of Blaſphemy ainft. the Lord, and his 
Crit. What other elſe iv Fope, Patriarch 
Metropolitan, N Archbiſho , Dioceſan, 
and ſuch like, but very Names o Blaſphemy ? ? 
Where Bale alledges for this. (Sage: Far- 
ker's pretended Conſecrators, Barlow and (o. 
9 Were theſe Men likely to be choſen 
for that Buſineſs, or if choſen, 15 trouble 
their Heads about doing it validly? Eons 

71. However im robable this Commiſſion 


is, ** ſo U-fayour'd and unlikely a Choice, 
| R 
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(15) 
and Placing of the Actors, it is ſtill more im- 
probable by it's other Contents. Theſe Con- 
tents, except a dune Clauſe, of Which we 
ſhall ſpeak ſoon, are Word for Word the ſame, 
as in the firſt Commiſſion; only the Forgers 
have taken the Precaution to make the Queen 


ſay, quatenus vos, aut ad minus quatuor veſtrum, 


&c. This was done to lay in a Salvo: for 
the Biſhop of Landeff*s refuſing: to act in 
the Conſecration. But they have omitted a 
more neceſſary one. For by the Statute of 
25 Hen. 8. It is a Pramunire for any Biſhops 
named. to perform a Conſecration, not to do it 
within Twenty Days after they are ſo naminated. 
Conſequently, both Landaſ, and the other 
Catholick Biſhops, if the firſt Commiſſion was 


a true one, were under that Penalty for not 


acting accordingly. Care therefore ſhould 
have been taken to ſhew, That the firſt Com- 
miſſion was legally annull'd, and the Perſons 
named ſecur'd from that FPræmunire; ſo that 
it appears to be a great Miſtake, That the 

ſecond Commiſſion had not alſo, This or the 
like Clauſe, Whereas the Commiſſion directed 


1% CUTHBERT, G. was for ju Reaſons 


recalPd and annulld, 8c. And indeed, if 
there had been ſuch a Commiſhon as the firſt, 
it is incredible We ſhould hear nothing of 
this Nature, or of the Pramunire being laid 
hold of, againſt the Catholick Biſhops upon ſo 
great a Provocation. Since when once we 
ſuppoſe the Queen had condeſcended to name 
them for ſo neceſſary a Function, ſne would 
be particularly incens'd at the Shame of ſa. 
fatal a Refuſal. Fatal, I ſay, becauſe fruſtrated. 
n her Deſire and Demand of heir Concur- 

2 Ae.  TEOce 
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Fence in the Conſecration of her new Primate 
(which ſhe would never have demanded, if 
the had thought any of her Proteſtant Biſhops 
could do it) ſhe muſt be forc'd to uſe her 
Spiritual Supremacy, and diſpenſe with Bar- 
low and the reſt, whether they were Biſhops 
or not. | 4's: 
72. The Forgers ſeem ſenſible of this Con- 
ſequence of the Neceſſity of her diſpenſing So- 
vereignty, and have accordingly put an a- 
ſtoniſhing, but a neceſſary Clauſe, as their 
Circumſtances ſtood, into this ſecond Com- 
miſſion. Such a Clauſe, as was never, lam 
ſure, heard of in the World before. It is this, 
where they make the Queen ſay : © Sup- 
* plentes nihilominus Suprema auctoritate 
© noſtra Regia, ex mero motu ac certi ſcien- 
© tia noſtris, | quid aut in his quæ juxta 
* mandatum noſtrum prxdictum per vos fient, 
© aut in vobis, aut in veſtrum aliquo, con- 
% ditione, ſtatu, facultate veſtris, ad præmiſſa 
« facienda deſit aut deerit eorum, quæ per 
& ſtatuta hujus regni, aut per leges Eccleſia- 
& ſtica in hac parte requiruntur, aut nec. 
„ ſaria ſunt temporis ratione, & rerum neceſ 
4 ſitate, id poſtulante“. It is not here the 
Place to examine the Abſurdity of ſuppoſing 
ſuch an extenſive Spiritual Power in ſecu- 
lar Hands, and the Hands of a Woman. 
But why at leaſt would the Forgers add, 
That the uſed it temporum ratione & rerum 
neceſſitate, id poſtulante ? They plainly import, 
That ſhe could not think her Proteſtant Bi- 
ſhops had the neceſſary Condition, State and 
Faculty, and That ſhe uſed her Sspremacy in 
diſpenſing eve 1 with their want of Ordina- 
| 2 = tion 
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( 17) 1 
tion in themſelves, forced to this Diſpenſation 
by a Neceſſity ariſing from the Refuſal of the 
Catholick Biſhops, who alone had that un- 
queſtionable Power. In the firſt Commiſſion 


there was no need of this Clauſe, there being 


Catholicks enough, who were unqueſtionable 
Biſhops, independently of Barlow's:or Scory's 
Concurrence. In the ſecond Commiſſion, only 
Landaff was unqueſtionably Biſhop. They 


could not depend upon his acting, and he 


refuſed to do it. If mere legal Detects was 
all the Proteſtant Biſhops wanted to be ſup- 
plied, the like Clauſe, would have been ne- 
ceſſary in the firſt Commiſſion. She diſpenſes 


with any Thing they do or ſhall do, with what- 


ever they want in any kind of Power, that is 
neceſſary by Statutes or Canons. Thoſe re- 
quired them to ordain according to the new 
Ordinal. , But if the Times obliged to do 
it otherwiſe, even in ſuch a Manner as 
At the Nag head, here is a Diſpenſation 
* . 0 | 

73, This Clauſe, ſays Le Courayer, pag. 345. 
has been made an Argument againſi Lr. 2 idi. 
” of the Engliſh Ordinations but the more 
earned Cancels of England have made no Dis 
ficulry of it. But he does not tell us, they were 
Proteſtant, Canoniſts: And we may. very well 
ask ,this Queſtion; Has Le Courayer con- 
ſider d -what he does in approving their Fudgy 
ment? In Effect, How can a Catholick, or in- 
deed any one, approve of ſuch an extenſive 
Power over any Eccleſiaſtical Laws, in a 
Woman? Did the Canoniſts themſelves con- 
ſider what they did? They give it as their 
Judgment, That the ran Mev 4 tho 


nn 
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Perſons nam d, to the Effett ſpecified. We have 
5 in later Days, 3 and farther 
Conſequences, of judging, That the Crown 
can dliſpenſe with Statutes, But indeed, I be- 
lieve the Canoniſts here nam'd, were fafe. 
For I am pretty ſure, this — — of theirs 
is a forg'd Piece; not only becauſe, it is 
without any Date, which is requiſite in ſuch 
Acts to make them Authentick, nor only be- 
cauſe the Commiſhon to which it relates, is 
forg'd ; but alſo becauſe Bullingham ſubſcribes 
it in the laſt Place, tho he was Doctor of 
the Laws, as well as Yale and the reſt, who 
ſubſcribed before, and was moreover Archdea- 
con of Lincoln and Biſhop Elect of that See. 
And here I add, That Heylin, in his Help to 
the Engliſh Hiſtory, pag. 119. expreſly puts 
him Biſhop in 1559. He therefore ſhould not 
have been thus poſtpon'd in the pretended 

Subſcription. 1572 | 

74. The laſt Piece of the Regiſter, alledg'd 
by Le Courayer, with Regard to Parker's 
Conſecration, he gives us pag. 347. He calls 
it the Confirmation of Parker's Election by the 
conſecrating Biſhops. Sure he counted much 
upon the Credulity of his Readers, to think 
they would fwallow ſo groſs a Forgery. It 
has no Date of Time or Place; two conſiderable 
Flaws. Heylin (whoſe Words you may fee 
cited at large by Williams, pag. 94.) fays, 
'Fhat the Confirmation of Parker. was per- 
form'd in the Court of Arches, where were, 
the Vicar General, the Dean of the Arches, the 
Prottors and Officers of the" Court, whoſe Pre- 
lence was requir'd at this Solemyity. Since 
then, none of heſe Perſons are nam'd in = 


(19) 


Ad, none ſubſcribe or atteſi it, it cannot be 


look'd upon as  Authentick. But, unleſs I 
am very much miſtaken, I can perceive in 
it, befides theſe, other negative 'an@ poſitive 
Flaws. It ſays, for Inſtance : '** Nos ad in- 
“ fraſcripta Commiſſarij, cum hac clauſula, 
&« videlicet (und cum D D. Johan. Thetfor- 
« denſu Suffraganeo, & Job. Bale, Offerents 
« Epiſcopo) et etiam hac clauſula, &. Now 
the Words, und cum DD. Sc. neither are in 
the Commiſſion literally as they ſtand in 
that Parenthefis of this Act, nor does it give 
the true Senſe of the Commiſſion. | For, it be- 


ing directed to Landaf}, as well as to the 


Suffragan of Thetford, and to Bale, He ought 
thereſore to have been nam'd with them: 
Some Reaſon ought alſo to have been given 
why. theſe Three did not act. Again, He 
whom the Queen call'd Richard, they call 
John of Bedford. This ought to have been 
obſerv'd; ſuch a Change of Names is enough 
to reject a Record, unleſs it be prov'd to 
have been legally madlmmmeee. 

75. Again, The whole Tenour of the Act is 
ſtrangely embaraſs'd with an Affectation of 
Formalities of Law ;. They infine, come to the 


Confirmation, in this ſtrange Manner. Præ- 


dictam eletionem —— Suprema autoritate 
© dictæ Ser. D. N Reginæ nobis in hac par- 
« te commiſſa, confirmamus; ſupplentes ex 
« ſupremà autoritate regia, ex mero Princi- 
4 pis motu, ac certà ſcientia nobis delega - 
ta, quidquid in hac electione fuerit de- 


„ fectum, tum in his quæ juxta mandatum 


nobis creditum, a nobis factum et pro- 


ceſſum eſt, aut in : nobis. it aliquorum 
5 f 1 no- 


(a3 : 
* noftrorum conditione, ſtatu, facultate ad 
© hxc perficienda deeſt aut deerit, = 
May I. not here ask, quwnam hec ſunt por: 
 #enta verborum? For infine, What do they 
mean? All the Conſtruction I can find, is 
this: Supplentes quiaquid defectum fuerit in 
hrs que —— factum et proceſſum et; And in 
this I find no Senſe: In the reſt, I find that 
which is worſe than Nonſenſe. They tell 
us, they confulted with Lawyers in this Af. 
fair; de, et cum conſilio jurisperilornm. Law- 
yers may be diſpenſed from Elegancy, yet 
not from true Conſtruction and Senſe, in 
drawing up ſuch Acts. But what Sort of 
Lawyers were they themſelves, or thoſe they 
conſulted with ? For, as the French Author 
of A Leiter of a Divine to his Friend, ſays, 
pas 102. What new Rind of Law is this? 
Who ever heard of a delegated Commiſſioner diſ- 
penfing with himſelf, in all Things that render 
Vim perſonally incapable of the Commiſſion which 
3s given him? In Effect, a Delegate, as ſuch, 
has no Authority but what is given him by 
his Commiſhon. And tho? the _ in her 
pretended Commiſſion declares, That She her 
felf ſupplies all their Incapacities, yet ſhe does 
not give them a Power to diſpenſe with them- 
ſelves. But be this as it will, it is abſurd 
enough, to hear them profeſs, That all the 
Authority they have, is delegated from the 
Queen, even in thoſe Parts of their Function, 
which are properly Spiritual. 
506. I have not yet done with this enor- 
mous AQ. It is certainly of Moment, That 
if the Confirmation Act calls Sry Elect, the 
ſecond Com Hiff 5p calls him, nunc n 
A 6 3 be With: 
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without adding Electo. This is a great Flaw, 
as well as. making the Queen miſtake Richard 
for John of Bedford. And it is ſtill ſtranger to 
ſee the Forgers make another Flaw in. mend- 
ing this. For, That Hodgskins, who. three 
Days before was call'd by the Queen, Richard 
and Muffragan, is now call'd in the Confir- 
mation Act, John and Biſbop of Bedford, ab- 
ſolutely three different times; without add- 
ing Suffragan. But we have ſeen the Con- 
firmers had a Deal of Work on their Hands, 
to be diſpatch'd in a very ſhort Time, and in 
a Hurry of Buſineſs; why ſhould we think 
it ſtrange to meet with Flaws and Blun- 
ders? And yet in their Hurry, they per- 
ceiv'd it Was odd, to have made the Queen 
ſay in her Commiſſion,  . That the See of 
Canterbury was lately vacant. Cum vacante 
nuper ſede, &c. The Death of Cardinal Poole 
was on the 17th of November 1558. It had 
therefore been vacant many Months. This 
might ſeem a little Time to her, who, as 

Mr. Collier obſerves, was thought unwilling 
to part with . it out of her own Hands. To 
the Forgers of the Confirmation Act, it ſeem'd, 
I ſuppoſe, too long a Time to ſay, That Can- 
terbury was lately vacant, and ſo they take 
the Liberty to correct the Queen's Commiſ- 
ſion again, and leave out the Nuper. Tis 


theſe Particulars ſtand 
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tion of Bramhall, as they are repreſented in 
the Librarian, the Argument againſt the Re- 
cord ſtands good; or if as in the Octavo Edi- 
tion, then the Atteſtation, which the Ltbra- 
rian has pag. 354. cannot be juſt. 


C. 8. 


Marks of Forgery in other Pieces of the Regi- 
ſter, omitted in the Librarian's Collection, 
_ its Inconfiſteuce with a remarkable Re- 
cord. 


77. At the End of Bramball's Works there 
are theſe remarkable Particulars from the 
Beginning of the Regiſter. That it begins 
by way of Exordium, Regiſtrum Rami. 
Farkeri in Archiepiſcopum —— primo die men- 
fis Auguſti, Anno Domini 1559, electi — 7 
die ejuſdem menſis Decembris conſerrati, An- 
thouwro Huſe Armigero tunc Regiftrario primario 
diati Rami. Patris. That the Publiſher of 
Bramhal”s Works fays, The whole Regiſter 
is in fair large Letters, excepting ' theſe im- 

mediately following Lines, which are in a 
, fmaller Character: Primo die menſis Junif 

Anno Domini 1 560. prefatus Antonius Hulſe 
mortem obiit, cur Succeſſit 8 Incent, in 
Officio Regihirariatus præd. Dittus Reveren- 

Amis Matthæus Archiepiſcopus Cantuarienſis, 
xXVii. die menſis Maij, Anno Domini 1575. in 
aurora apud Lambehith mortem obiit, et die m 
ſuum clauſit extremum. That aſter theſe Lines 
there follows in large Characters, like the 
reſt of the Regiſter, Ma habita et faita in 
ne got io Confirmaigpnis g— nono die menſis De- 


cembris 
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cembris Anno Domini MDLIX in Eccleſia 
Parochial: Beate Mariz de Archubus Lon- 
don. Eecleſiæ Metropolitice Cantuar. Furiſalicti- 
onis immediatæ. The Publiſher of BrambalPs 
Works, not perceiving, That he prejudic'd 
his Caufe, has obſery'd, That the Scrivener, 
or Secretary, has writ twice in that Exordi- 
um of the Regiſter, Liceſtren. inſtead of Cice- 
ſtren. which is a Fault, that one cannot well 
attribute to a chief Regiſterer, but to ſome ig- 
norant Copyer. And it ſeems to me no 10 | 
a Piece of Ignorance, That in that fame Ex- 
ordium, Barlew is ſtyPd, nuper Bat bon. and 
Kory is call'd dudum of Chichefter. Whereas, 
by a Record in Le Courayer, pag. 365. Bar- 
low was Biſhop of Bath in 1 547-8. long be- 
fore Scory is pretended to have been Biſhop 
| of Chicheſter. It ſeems then, That the Forgers 

have ſtrangely mifunderſtood, or mifapply'd 
the Words, dudum and nuper. 

78. A more -urgent Remark is, That it 
ſeems evident from the Death of Parker, 
ſpoken of in the Beginning of the Regiſter, 
That the Regiſter it ſelf was not writ till 
after his Death, and conſequently, That the 
Act of his Conſecration, which is originally 
taken from this Regiſter, is of a later make. 
Was it for this Reaſon, That Le Churayer 
has ſuppreſſd thoſe Lines as cautiouſly as 
Maſon, his Guide and Model ? He has how- 
d 0 N ords from a gt F the 8 
1 of Canterbury (pag. 38.) Tou may de- 
end upon it, That Ae 25 Entry of the Aits 
of Matthew Parker's Conſecration, with all the 
nſtruments relating to it in my Regiſters, are 
wruten in the ſame Hand with the other 27 
. N A 0 
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of what paſs'd during his Archiepiſcopat, and all 
at the ſame time they were done, If all is in 

the ſame Hand, it is evident, all Things were 
not writ at the ſame Time they were done. 
For, what is in the ſmaller Characters, con- 
cerning the Death of Parker, muſt have been 
writ Fifteen Years after the Act of his Conſe- 
cration. Again, Since Huſe was Regiſterer at 
His Conſecration, and died the firſt of the fol- 
lowing June, and was ſucceeded by [ncent, it 
cannot be all in the ſame Hand of either of 
them. And if it was all writ by ſome under 
Officer, the chief Regiſterers ought to have lega- 
liz d and fign'd the Acts, or at leaſt the princi- 
pal Ones. Nor can one help judging by theſe 
Words, Anton. Huſe Arm. 1 UNC . 
That he muſt have begun the Regiſter, if it 
was authentickly made, and That if it is all of 
a Hand, it is only a mere Copy and Forgery. | 
79. Among other Pieces of the Regiſter 
recited in Bramball's Works, it is very ob- 
vious to take notice of a Procuration of Par- 
ker to two of his Chaplains. It is one of 
thoſe Pieces, which Le — has omitted, 
becauſe, according to him, it it not eſſential, 
or as he ſays, pag. 344. not neceſſary for us. 
And in Effect it is fo far from being for him, 
That it is very much againſt him. Parker 
there fays, —— dilectos nobis in Chriſto filios 
magiſiros Edwardum Leudes, & (the 
other Name is in a Blank. Is it, That Far- 
ker or his Secretary did not know the Name 
of the Second of that Prelate's Chaplains and 
Domeſticks?) Kacellanos familiares, & Dom- 
ſticos noſtros, conjunfim & drviſim noſiro. 
Procuratorem conſtituimus—œ eorum hire 


. 0” 
ut prefertur ) per ſe diviſim & in ſolidum pote- 
1 &c. It regards both, and ſeparately ; 
Yet one only is named. F. le Quien's Obſer- 


vation is very natural, That the Rægiſter- maker, 


being ignorant at firſt who was Parker's other 
Chaplam, left a Blank for his Name, deſigning 


| to put it in afterwards, when he 2 it out, 


as it often happens in other Occaſions in Copy- 
ing of Acts. But as this will not do in an 
Authentick Piece (however it may paſs ina 
Copy, or in the Draught of a Project or 
Scheme of an Inſtrument) ſo the Date of this 
Piece is a ſtrange Flaw. It is dated the 
2 January 1559: Old Style. Secundum compu- 
tationem Eccleſiæ Anglicane in Manerio noſiro 
in Lambehith Winton. Dioc. And would an 
Archbiſhop of Canterbury, already conſecrated, 


ſpeaking of his Palace, which every one 


knows is exempt from the Juriſdiction of 
Wincheſter, ſay, That his Palace is of Winche- 
ſter Dioceſe ? Would he not fay, as in the 
Act mention'd above (n. 77.) That it is Ju- 
riſdlictionis immediate ? What can this be, 
but the Blunder of an ignorant Forger ? And 
let me ask another Queſtion z What can the 
Librarian mean by taking no Notice of ſo 
obvious, ſo important Flaws ? | £3 
80. There will be farther Reaſon to ask the 
like Queſtion by the following Obſervations 
upon a Record. Th Record is that cited 

even by the Librarian, pag. 46. from Rymer, 
15. pag. 546. It is a Commiſſion to 


tender the Oath of Supremacy to Archbiſhops, 
Biſhops, Cr. of the Eighteen Perſons” to 


whom it is addreſſed, Parker, Grimdat and 

Cox are the three firſt, In what Qua- 

| * lity ? 
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lity ? Under what Title and Character? As 
Biſhops. What ſort of Biſhops ? as El:# ? 
No; abſolutely Epiſcopis. It is dated the 20th 
ol October 1559. That is, about two Months 
before the Regiſter will let them be conſe- 
crated. If they were only Elect, would the 
Queen in ſo ſolemn an Act, call them Bi. 
ſhops abſolutely, without Reſtriction, naming 
their Sees, and before the Chief Officers of 
the Court, and That Four different Times in 
the ſame Commiſſion? The very Nature of the 
Commiſſions fuppoſes them Biſnops. For, bot 
Law and Decency requir'd, That the Oath 
ſhould be tender'd to Biſhops by ſome one, 
at leaſt, who was himſelf a conſecrated Bi- 
ſhop, The very Act ſays, & :deo vobis & 
quatuor vefirum, quorum vos præfatos Archie - 
piſcopum Cantuarienſem, Epiſcopum Londo- 
nienſem, & Epiſcopum Elyenſem unum eſſe 
volumus, mandamus quod ſacramentum præ- 
diatum de omnibus G fingults Archipiſcoprs, 
Epiſcopis— FF de quolibet etiam recipiatis. Teſte 
Regina. apud MWeſimonaſterium, 20 Die Oftobris. 
And as they were to be themſelves Biſnops 
before they could tender the Oath, ſo we have 
Bramhall cited for it, even by the Librarian, 
pag. 55. That the King never receives Homage 
for the Biſhoprick: till after Conſecration ; we 
have the Librarian himſelf telling us there, 
That /e Biſhop cannot perform his ordinary Ju- 
riſaution, but as he is a conſecrated Biſhop 3 
We have him telling us again, pag. 57. 
That they do not take the Name of Biſhops 
without Reſtriction, but ſimply, that of Elect, 
both- when: they ſubſcrib; and when et | 
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ſent to them, till they are conſecrated. Since 
therefore they are in this Record ſo often, 


and on ſo particular an Account, calld abſolute- 
ly Biſhops (Reverendi, Reverendiſimi, FPræſu- 
les, Archiepiſcopus, Epiſcopi) without Reſtri- 
ction, and take place accordingly, they cer- 
tainly paſs'd, at leaſt, at Court, for conſecrated 


Prelates. Not by the Lambeth Conſecration in 


December; That comes too late. Where then 
but at the Nag's-head in September ? Since then, 
this Commiſſion was ſeen and examin'd by 


Le Courayer, Why did he diſſemble the. Dit 


ficulty ? | EN 
81. Poſſibly it will be here objected, That 


when we think Records favour us, we allow 


them to be Authentick, and cry out upon 
Forg ry when they are againſt us, and may 
be ask'd in our Turns; Where is the Equity 
of this Proceeding ? The Queſtion is eaſily 
anſwer'd. Where Records, whether in Rymer, 
or in Regiſters, are inconſiſtent, ſome of them 
muſt be forg'd. We don't reject any, merely 
becauſe they ſeem againſt us, or becauſe they 
are found at Lambeth; nor admit them be- 
cauſe in Rymer or elſewhere, and favour us; 
but becauſe we. find them conſiſtent with 
Times, Perſons, and other Circumſtances. 
We know, That in Rymer's, as well as in 
Matillou's, or other Collections, there are true 
and falſe Pieces. If the Record laſt mention'd 
can be prov'd forged, we ſhall readily. give it 
up. But yet it will ſtill leave us this Argu- 
ment, That there have been Forgeries relating 
to the Epiſcopacy of | Parker and others, and 
we alf therefore have a Right to examine 
others according to the Rules of * N 
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without any Reaſon to accuſe us of deſtroy- 
ing all hiſtorical Faith and Credit. And here 
it is important to obſerve, That if Mr. K-- 
naudot, or F. Hardouin, or others, ſeem to 

think fome Records genuine, which others 
accuſe of Forgery, this can be no juſt Pre- 
judice to our Cauſe. A. Criminal may be 
indicted upon ſeveral Heads. If he is ac- 
quitted, or not proſecuted upon ſome of them, 
ſtill if others are provid, he will be juſtly 
condemn'd. And this will be the Caſe of 
the Regiſter with all impartial Judges, who 
ſhall conſider. the Proofs already alledged, and 
thoſe which will occur to be added in the 
Courſe of theſe Remarks, and in anſwering 
the Arguments in Favour of it. 
82. Among other Proots againſt the Regi- 
ſter, I muſt not omit That obſerv'd from the 
firſt Ae IE of it, by Dr. Champney, at the 
End of his Thirteenth Chap. and Proteſt. De- 
monſir. pag. 112. viz. That Butler Names a 
Suffragan of Dover, and Sutcliffe ſays, two 
Suffragans were Parker's Conſecrators, and 
appeals to the Regiſter. Whereupon I ob- 
ferve, That Sutclifje's Reply to Aelliſon, and 
Butler's Book being publiſh'd a few Years be- 
fore Maſon's Book, it ſeems the Affairs of the 
Regiſter were not as yet well agreed upon. 
The ſame appears from the firſt Edition of 
Godwin de A b where he differs oſten 
from the Regiſter in the Days and Months, 
and Vears of ſeveral of the how PORN Con- 
ſecrations. Bramhall owns theſe Differences 
in theſe Authors; and Anſwers, Firſt, They 
are Errata of the Pen and Preſs, and that 10 
jep a Bauling about ſuch Errata, is like the 
os te og Sg OS Bar king 
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Barking of little.Curs; which trouble 1h: Alol- 
3 about the Moon ſhining in the Mateſ. 
But notwithſtanding the ſmart Compariſon; 
one cannot but think it ſtrange, how a Printer 
ſhould miſtake Bedford tor Hover, John for 
Richard, January for March, Ar. It is ſtrange 
too, That fo many and fo conſſderabſe Ex- 
rata ſhould unluckily happen in the ſame 
Subject. And when he anſwers; ' Secon2ly; 
That they are innoctut Miſtakes without u Pler, 
ſtill it is true; That if they are without Plot, 


they are alſo without Truth: Confequently, 
neither Buller;  Snittliffe nor Goa muſt be 


cited for a Proof of the Regiſters compleat 
Exiſtence beſore Maſon's Edition. And when 
Bramhall” adds, whether Parker was conſe: 
crated by two Suffragans, of only by one, 
or whether this one, Was John, or Richard, 
or of Bedford, or: Dover, it makes Nothing tg 


| the Validity of. his Conſecration ; he ſays yery 
true. But if it makes Nothing to that Vali- 


dity, it makes very much againſt Their be- 
ing good Authorities for the Credit of the 
Regiſters Exiſtence, at That Time in its full 
Poſture. When therefore; he ſays, Thirdly, 
They corrected theſe Errata afterwards, and 
That it is inhuman to charge a Man with 
a Fault he has mended ; Still this Amendment 
p oves, That what they writ before, can be 
no good Authority to prove the full Exittence 
of the Regifter. - After they had Time to ad- 
juſt their Matters a little bettet, no wonder 
they made a better Agreement with Maſon 

Account. Schemes and Projects of a Repifter 
may have been fram'd when They firſt Writ: 
But they were too _—_— The whole Syſtem 
EA a N 5 & = ö po . was 
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Was not finiſh'd. Even to this Day it wants 
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a, deal of poliſhing 
§. 9. 


F. le Courayer's weak Defence of - the Lam- | 


_ beth Account, makes it ſtill more incredible. 


Sz. If there were ſirong, and even in A 


pearance, Proofs not eafily to be anſwer'd di- | 
rectly, of the Lambeth Account, ſtill this would 
not be ſufficient, unleſs our Adverſaries could 


refute all our Arguments againſt it, to a De- 
gree of Evidence. For then, oppoſite Argu- 


ments, like claſhing Witneſſes, would leave 


the Caſe ſtill doubtful. And Doubts would 
oblige them to ſeek tor ſecurer Ordination. 
But if we find our Adverſaries Proots of the 


Lambeth Account are weak, and their Reply 


to our Arguments againſt it are. alſo very 


weak, it muſt then be thought almoſt evi- 
dently incredible. Eſpecially, if the greateſt 


Defender of it, is a Man of Wit and Induſtry, 
very able to give. a Matter the maſt plauſible 
Appearance, and ſupplied with the greateſt 


Helps from an Ingenious Nation, the molt in- 


tereſted in the Cauſe. Let us then fee what 
the Librarian ſays upon it. I have hitherto 
deſignedly mention'd as little as I well could 


of what he ſays in Favour of the Lambeil 


Account and Regiſter; That, as I was at firſi 
engaged in remarking upon him Chapter by 


Chapter, fo. in this Mathod, his Arguments 


and Anſwers might appear more directly i 
the united V STA lorry, That 


aum ſorced to premiſe, That he enters * 
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the Narrative Part, in a Way, which gives us 
a very flender Pfoſpect of Candor. Mat- 
& thew Parker, ſays he, (pag. 27.) had very 
% reputably fill'd ſeveral Stations in the Reign 
« of Henry VIII. and Edward VI. but be: 
« ing deſpoiled of all his Dignities in the 


„Time of Queen Mary, he led a private 
“ Life”. I ſuppoſe it was with a View of 


giving, his Reader a favourable Idea of the 
new. Clergy (he has thought fit to maintain) 
That he repreſents Parker (the Source of it 

as one of a .reputable Character. But with- 
out entring into the ſcornfull Comments, Which 
Maſon owns were made upon him, the Li- 
brarian ought at leaſt to acquaint his Reader, 
That Parker had unfortunately engaged him- 
ſelf. in Hereſies againſt the Faub, and Mar- 
tiage againſt the Canons of the Church. Ard 


then, it bad been well if he had, with as 


much Candor at leaſt, as Mr. Collier ob; 
ſervd, That thoſe Canons being then in Force 
againſt the Sacrilegious Marriages of Prieſts, 
ar ker was very juſtly deprived of his Dig- 
nities by Queen Mary , or did he perhaps 
think it enough. to ſay, - That Queen Eliza- 
beth thought Parker a fit Perſon to. further ber 
Deſigns ?. I know not, at leaſt, what he means. 
by king ſhe hafen J a Conge dclire for him 
on the. 18th of -7wy 1559. This was after 
ſhe had for eight or nine Months Been mo- 
delling a. new Religion. without Biſhops. 
And, as it was five Months more, by the Re- 
Filer, beſore he was conſecrated, ſo Mr. Col. 
er would have fold him again, That ſne 


was not in haſte to. part either with- the Tem- 
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foralitirs or Spir inalities of the See of Cans 
terbury in particular. 

84. The Librarian owns, but I know not 
what he means by ſaying, the Pager ih firſt 
Commiſſion was never executed, for wwhat Rea. 

II known to all 
others, That Catholicks refuſed to conſecrate 
Par ker. Even the Librarian is aſhamed not 
to own it, tho” he does it with a very ill 
Grace. Th; re is, indeed, ſays he, ſome Rea- 
fon lo believe, That ſome of 1 Biſhops re- 
ſnainiug Catbelick, refuſed to de their "Par ts 
in this C nſecr ation. Here he tells us, there 
is ſome Reaſon, when in Reality there is not 
che leaſt Reaſon to doubt of this Part; and 
all the Reaſon in the World not to believe 
what he adds, That the Space between the 
firſt and ſecond Commiſſion was employ'd in 
finding out 'other Biſhops to ſubſtitute in their 
Room. That Space was three Months. Much 
more Time than could be requiſite to find 
out, That ſuch Time-ſerving Men, as Hory, 
Coverdale, &c. would conſecrate whomſoever 
the Queen t And the Tonger the Queen 
was in endeavouring to have Catholicks, or 
reſolving to commiſſion thoſe | others, the 
more certain it is, there: 9 1 juit Doubts at 


leaſt of their Epiſcopacy. Needleſs other- 
viſe, very need neſs 5 it have been for 


the Queen, ad em to make ſo long a De- 
mur upon their Caniciby. and ſo earneſt En- 


_ deavours to have Catholick Ordainers. It 


is well, however, That the Librarian is 
better adviſed, than to attribute the Delay of 
Parker's Ordination, to his humble Reluctanee 


of ad a0 the ny" Burnet gives ** 
or 
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For a Reaſon of the Delay. Tho' at the ſame 
Time, one may fairly infer from his Hiſtory, 
That it was for other leſs commendable Rea- 
ſons for it, than his Humility; . and, having 
accepted the Election, his humble ReluQtance 
cannot have been the Cauſe of the delay from 
that: Tie tin Dee r ih: 
85. To remark thus upon all the Wrong 
Steps of the Librarian, would be the Work ot 
. large Volumes. For he has ſcarce a Page 
without many ſuch. To come nearer to what 
he urges in Proof of the Lambeth Account - 
What he fays, That the Act gf Confirmation 
and the Record of Parker's Conſęcration are 
to be met with in Bramba!]/ and Burnct's 
Works, is Nothing to the Purpoſe. They writ 
long after Maſon, and we on the - Regiſter 
was Then in being. The Queſtion: is, who, of 
all Writers of either fide, ſpeak of the Lan- 
het h Conſecration as a notorious Fact, within 
half an Age of the Time. He tells us, in- 
deed, pag. 28, That the Life of Mall heꝛ Par- 
ker has ſeveral Fragments of the Confirmation 
Act. It had been more to his Purpoſe to 
have anſwer'd ſome at leaſt, of the Flaws, 
which appear ſo viſibly in that Act; and where; 
is the 2 5 of taking no Notice, That, 
the Regiſter ſpeaks of Parker's Death, which, 
could not (Without Prophecy, to Which they. 
have na Pretence) be writ, till above Fiftren 
Years after the pretended Conſecration. We 
ſhall ſpeak by and by to that Life of Pars. 
ker. He appeals to Rym:r's Collections. The 
whole Account, ſays he, agrees with the priotick! 

Records in Rymer. On the contrary, we have 
[ren the pablick Record ee ſneak. 
5 e 
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Parker F before the 17th of December 


and as to thoſe Records, which Rymer himſel 
has out of the Regiſter, they have no far- 
ther Authority by being in his Collection, 
which is known to contain a great many 
faiſe ones. But, it is, doubtleſs, continues the 
Librarian, from theſe Regiſters, That Cambden, 
'a contemporary, Author, and one of the moſt 
exact and judicious Writers, which England bas 
produced, drew the Account, which he has given 
of this Ordination, entirely conformable” to that 
which we have now publiſh'd, Whom he here 
calls Contemporary, he afterwards (p. 72.) grow: 
ing, I hope more fair, calls almoft Contempo- 
rary. The Truth is, Cambden muſt rather be 
counted a Contemporary of Maſon, than of Par: 
er's Ordination. His Life of Queen Elia: 
heth, in which he ſpeaks of it, was firſt printed 
Anno 1615. That is, two Vears after ' Ma- 
ſon's Book. The Copy I have conſulted is, 
ex dono, Authorie. How little exact Cambaden 
is intheſe Things, appears from theſe Words, 
In Epiſcoporum demortuorum & profugorum 
loca ſuffeti fuerunt, &c. pag. 38. He ſhould 
rather have ſaid depofitorum, for ſcarce any 
had Then retired or fled. They were moll 
of them too ſafely confin'd. F. Le Qiien 
(pag. 420) ſhews how unfairly he has re- 
preſented Queen Elrabeth's Uſage of the Ca: 
tholick Biſhops. He had obſerv d juſt before, 
That the Author of the Nullity „ the. Prela» 
tigue Clergy of England ſays, he is certain, 
That Cambden omitted ſeveral Things in that 
Fart of his Hiſtory, not to diſpleaſe fomg 
People: And I have been aſſured by a very 
erudite Gen lm ap. That he reſolved to * 
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his ſecond Part of it to be printed abroad 
after his Death, That it might be more ſincere. 
This at leaſt is evident from the very Place 
cited by the Librarian, That it is on the con- 
trary doubtleſs, That Cambaen. did not write 
from the Regiſter, For he here ſays, That 
Parker was confecrated-after the Communion ; 
the Regiſter before it. And even ſuppoſing 
he had cited the Regiſter (which he does not) 
his Authority, comes after Maſon, and gonſe- 
amy Rube RT MEETS 

86. “ All this, continues the Librarian pag, 
„ 20, agrees N with the ae of the 
ger Life of Parker, which was found after his 
„Death among his Papers, and which Mr, 
« Srype has printed among the Records an- 
* nex'd to his Hiſtory; in which there are 
«< theſe remarkable Words: December 7h; 
„ 17th I was conſecrated Archbiſhop of Can- 

« terbury, . Alas! Alas! O Lord Cod, for 
« what Times haſt thou preſerv'd me. &c. Nor 
« do we find that ſuch poſitive "Teſtimonies 
„ can be confronted by any ſolid Proots, or 
« by any Record, that contradifts.” Inſtead 
of ſaying here with Mr. Wilhams I ſuppoſe 
we ſhall haue new Afidavits printed upon us 
Ore long, I may at leaſt affirm, That this 
is a very weak one. , Firff, Becauſe it comes 
from Mr. Srype, who we ſhall. ſee (N. 26.) 
cannot be depended upon. Secondly, A. Is 
from Parker in his dyn Cauſe, who never 
durſt affirm ſo much in his Lite time, tho 
often 'provok'd to prove his Conſeoration. 
One may therefore, very reaſonably ſuſpect, 
That like a late Hiſtorian of his own Times, 
whg "had a Mind i phbiſh Weh | Things 
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as he durſt not, with all his nene affiim 
when livin „0 Parker, ut a wron 
Date to his onſecration, if after gl, he writ the 
Journal, which does not ſufficiently yet Ape. 
And indeed, one may well imagine he ſhould, 
in his ſerious T houghts, cry out, a thouſand 
Times, Alas! Conſidering the Times, and his 
unfortunate Engagemen $ in ſerving them. But 
M3 incredible, if his e be agy thing 
large and fincere, That we. ſhould hear no 
more Teſtimonies from it of his own . 
ſecratior, and his e others. What? 
Nothing but that one Scrap of ſo many Things 
relating to theſe Conſecrations? What can 
look more like a Contriyance to ſupport fu- 
tyre-Claims to a Conſecration, which at the 
Time it ſelf, no one durſt affirm? Be it as it 
| will, this is certain, That all impartial Judges 
mult think it more probable, that a falſe 
Date ſhould be foiſted into a Poſthumous pre- 
 terided Journal, than that wiſe Men ſhould 
to his Face, upbraid him with Want of ſuch 
a Conſecration, and neither He, nor any one 
for him, appeal to the Regiſter, or rather to 
the Nolorjduſneſs of the Fact. In a Word, 
What can ſuch à Scrap as this, weigh. in 
Counter-ballance. to ſo many Teſtimonies as 
we have, and ſhall yet produce? Indeed, as 
the Librarian has huddled over our Proofs, 
as he has ſcarce touch'd upon any of the 
Flaws we haye obſery'd in the Regiſter it 
ſelf, nor on the Record, which makes Parker 
Biſhop in Oftober, it could not be wonder'd, 
if we Pad entirely oyerlook'd that 1955 y Slip 
of an uncertain pretended Journal of the 1785 
himſelf, WhO never bestand to vol in his 
| Defence 
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Defence. while alive, nor any one for him, 
by any Particulars from the Regiſter, or from 
publick Notoriety of his Conſecration, 
87. And now, is the Librarian himſelf in 
Earneſt, when he ſays $8: 36, I doubt ver 
10 


much whether this Objection (of the Record ſo 
long unproduc'd) be ſerious, becauſe in ſhort, 
was it ever the Cuſtom to publiſh all the Pro- 
ceedings in Ceremonies of this. Kind 2 Yes, Sir, 
it always was the Cuſtom to .publiſh them 
when demanded ; or rather, they publiſh them- 
ſeves ſuff ciertly by their publick Notoriety. 
It is till ſtranger, to hear him tell us, 7 
the Fable of the Nag's-head had been more 

ancient than it is, we ſhould have had the Re» - 
cord ſooner ons oh to deſtroy it. What? Be- 
cauſe a particular Account, which might be 


fatal to the Witneſſes, was not publiſh'd, 


therefore. a Record, which might with the 
greateſt Security be alledg'd, muſt not for- 
footh, be produc'd ! But when the Method of 
this Proceeding was known, what Need wa, 
there to oublith an; Acsount of it? The very 
ſame Need, as there would be now to pub- 
liſh an Account of the preſent Poſſeſſor of 
Canterbury's Conſecration, if it were denied. 
It cannat indeed, be denied by any Man in 
his Wits, becauſe notoriouſly publick: Much 
leſs could Parker's,; which muſt have been 
more remarkable. In vain does the Librari- 
an add, How many Record are. thus ſhut up, 
which are no leſs authentick for that Reaſon? 
It is not preciſely - the being ſhut. up, but the 
being ſo, when call'd for long and very loud- 
ly, that ſhews there were none yet fit to 
appear, Half a Century was to paſs, That 
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Witneſſes might die, and Particulars be em. 
broil'd by Degrees, tetore it appear'd. In 
vain he asks, Was it ever refus? to be (hewn 
to them, who wanted Information? Yes : Ca 
tholicks call'd above Fifty Years for Informa. 
tion; ſtill it was never ſhewn; when at 
25 1 ſhewn, a farther Examination was re. 
. 18 Rd ys 1 0 ond 8 Kh 
fo 88. But, he tells us pag. 36, This Rerord 
vas cited in Parker's own, Time; and he 
eites for it, The Lives of the Archbiſhops of 
Canterbury, publiſh'd at London in 1572. be. 

or? the Heath of Parker: We are told far 
ther, That there 1s. this Note in the Margin, 

He Conſecrationes et Confirmationes in Arg 
apparent. Here, Firſt, I defire it may be 
noted, That the Librarian could not be igno- 
rant, That this Authority is liable to many 
Exceptions. Ought not à candid Author to 
bave taken ſome Notice of them? Q&condly, 
That very marginal Note is apparently a ftu- 
died Aﬀectation, which points out a Juggle. 
For, ſpeaking of a publick Conſecration, freſh 
in the Memory of all the World, whoever 
thinks of an impertinent marginal Note, that 
it is to be ſeen in the Regiſters? And why 
Regiſters ? Were there more than one? M hen 
the Method of the Proceeding was known, what | 
Med was there (as we have juſt now been 
Told) 0 publiſh an Attount of it? Above all, a 
marginal Note of N is very need leſs, 
very blundering. Tah, That Book of the 


Antiquit. Bri. is by Bramball and others at: 
tributed to Parker himſelf.” 1 know not why 
they are ſo fond of having Him the Author 
of it. Gratring it to have fome Erudition, 
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yet there are numberleſs Miſtakes in it. F. | 
Hardoitin pag. 139. quotes an Author from 


Wharton, who has charg'd it with above an 
Hundred Falſities. The whole Book is full 


of Gall, and ſuch miſerably vile Aſperſions 


and Forgeries, That it isan eternal Shame to 


any Man of Moderation. Such is the Book 
which Mr. Williams is pleas'd to call Parker's 


excellent Book. The Librarian was more cau- 
tious than to attribute it to Him, of, as others 
do, to his Secretary. . Poſſibly he Aw it wa 


abſurd, to make either of them ignorant, who 


it was, ordain'd Parker, and call him Richard 
inſtead of John (as the Author does) while 
actually citing the Record. Fourthly, The 


—74 of the Nature of Catholitk Faith and 


Hereſy, pag. 13, quotes an Author, .expreſly 
decker” That in the old Manuſerigt of that 
Book, which I have ſeen and e ex» 
amin d, there is not any Mention or Memory 
at all, of any ſuch. Regiſter or Conſecration — 
and any Man reading the printed | Book, : ill 
manifeſtly fee is a foifled and inſerted thing, 


having no 


This is fo very plain, That I know not, how 
Bramhall, pag, $7. can pretend to perſuade 
us, That never” #9 thing was more fitly mſerty 


and Conſecrations of the new Biſhops are ſet 


down. It appears inſerted after the printing 


of the Book, becauſe the Cyphers of the Pages 


are the ſame, as thoſe of the foregoing Tape 
ad 


as is done when a Leaf is inſerted. I 


That if the Author had himſelf” given that 


Table of the new Biſhops, then fiting all over 
RE nes = 


= 


onne#ion, Correſpondence, or Mini-. 
ty with that, which gorth before or followeth it. 


wherein the Arms, Names 


* 
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England, he would certainly have ſpoken 
of it, and of his Reaſons for it; 7 5 
there is not a Word of any ſuch Thing. Nay, 
we have here two Leaves inſerted. For in 
the next Leaf, which has alſo the fame .Cy. 
pher, ( 7.) there is a Table of Biſhops, in 
which Parker is nam'd, as conſecrated on. the 
17th of December. But it is plain, that Ta. 
ble was not made by him. It is obſerva- 


ble too, That in'the Print of the Arms, Par: 


ker's ſtands in the Middle, much larger than 
the reſt, at which there hangs a Label, with 
the Year 1572. A pretty Contrivance to make 
one think, the Stamp of it Was firſt drawn 
in that Lear. The Plate was ſent, we muſt 
ſuppoſe, to Hanau, to grace that German Edi: 
tion, which is dated, Jypis Mechelianis, Han- 
nos ic. Anno, 1605. For, I cannot but think, 
That whoever has been curious enough to 
obſerve the Nature of the Stamp and Cha: 
rafter, will conclude, That Stamp came from 
an Engliſh, and not from a Cerman Prefs, 
I would defire the Curious to obſcrve allo, 
That Chenre's Conſecration, for Example, is 
not dated (as if the Regiſter was not yet 
finiſh'd). and to tell us the Reaſon. of this, 


as alſo why Bullingham is there ſtyl'd nol 


Presb. ſec. as moſt of the reſt, but Min. ſc, 
It is abſurd, to have this mean Miniſter fa: 


cularis. And if it means, That he was not 


Fresbyter, but in leſſer Orders only, how came 
he to be Chaplain, and. officiate at Parkcr's 
Conſecration, and when was he made Prieſt ? 
Fifthly, It is obſervable too, That pag. 40. of 
the Hon: Edition, there is a Table with this 


” 


Title, Noming Epiſcoporum Britanniæ deſcrip 


— Forum 
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rum in hoc libro. In which there is Cran- 
mer, and then Card. Pool, and the Pages are 
mark'd , wherein they are ſpoken of. But no 
Page is mark'd wherein Farker.is ſpoken of, be- 
eaßſe no Lite of his, is in that Book. The Title 
of the Hanan, Edition, is, Hiſtoria antehac 
non mſi ſemel edita; nimirum Londim in adi- 
bus 4 8 Day, Anno 1 Tow nunc vero Pub. 
lie boni ergo Tecogmta et reciſa. And nov- 
is it credible, That a ſecond and reviſed 
Edition, would leave out ſo conſiderable a 
Piece as Parker's Lite, if it had been in the 
firſt Edition? One cannot but think, That 
the London Edition is only pretended, or an- 
ti dated. Our Adverſaries grant, there were 

very few Copies of it. Mr. Stephens, pag. 7. 
ſays, It is fuch a Rarity, That 4 Book 
told” him, he would give Five Pounds, for it: 
It is certain, (as far as I could ever find) 
That it was never cited: by any, Either Pro- 
teſtant or Catholick, for Forty Years ; and cer. 
tainly it muſt feern ſtrange, That of fo very 
large and Jo remarkable a Book, there ſhould | 
be ſo f ies and no Citations, for fo long 
a Time. Whoever. pleaſes, may ſee 3 
this Lift of Parker wp Le is he Chap. 
F. 5: and in the Additions to 2 * 
I is ſo evident, 1 there 5 0 —2 
Forger y in the Da of that 
ond tink it ndedlefßs to wle e Procts! 
ol its being rather a Prejudice, than a Help 
to the Proteſtant Cauſe; and a mew! Inſtadce 
of bare wt in Its! ſaintainars.” r "OI: 
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Kite Ilan Fances vid 25 3 Cours ef” "weak 
| Dales nce ＋. the Lambeth Account. 


5 Not to. Tepeat what 1 ſaid "IRS « 
| 95 e Catholicks, who upon Frzherbert's Chal- 
| lenge, were call'd from their Priſons to view 
the Regi ſter, we may however affirm, from 
thence, That it is equally weak and unfair, 
to pretend Godwin's Relation of it, will 
the Matter (of the Authentickneſs of the 
go) out of Diſpute. Would not any one 
by this confident Expreſſion of the 
rarian, pag. 37. That thoſe Priſoners were 
convinc'd it was Genuine ? He adds: TOE 
inſiſted upon the Refuſal; of having it 
into their Hands in Priſon, to colour 1 15 
Charge of. Forgery. We have ſeen they did 


not inſiſt upon hat, but upon a farther Exa- 


mination. And tho” it is true, That ſuch 
Books ought not, without due Precaution, to 
be put in the Hands of Enemies (as the Li. 


Hie e have been put into 2 
| Hands, even in Priſon (if it was too 
a Favour. to carry them a 
with ſufficient Care of hi 
damaging ſo choice a 
Liberty enough to examine it thoroughhy. 


ring them from 


ing for wr - be * ſuſperted 1 


18 * 


1 Wunde mr went awe 


brarian is pleasd to call thoſe Prieſts) they 


again to Lam 1100 
Book, . and vet With 


The Ae ahd Examination: of the Rag iter, 
he tells us, af always . without the 
leaſi Difficulty, vwben nothixg , This Natur re 
was 10 be apprehended. What Fs he mean? 
Does he think thoſe 7 Fe ites, who were ſuffer- 


nal, &.) What does their Certificate ſay ? 


t 
a Deſign againſt the known Truth? He 
ſhould leave ſuch Strokes to thoſe violent Pro- 
Kſtants, who can be pleas'd with Mr. il. 


liams's ſaying in the very Titles of the Con- 


tents of his „That Thoſe Fathers preva- 
ricate, it is natural for them fo. 10 do. And 
as to his adding, That he can affirm from 
his own. Experience, That the Examination 


of the Regiſter is permitted to fa;r Enquirersg 


[wiſh he would procure us that Favour. 
For, to be plain; the two Catholick Witneſſes 
to whom he procured the fight. of it, ſeem 
diſpoſed to be much too eaſily fatisfied. O- 
therwiſe they ſhould. have been particular as 


io Sameneſs of the Hand, the blotting out Xi. 


chard, and 7 in John, which is ow nd 
by Bramhall, the Appearances of it's bein 

the ſame Book Which Was produced in Abbot's, 
Time, the Appearances too. of - the Paper, Ink, 
Character, daga pen, Method, Arrange- 
ment of the Pieces, Win the Leaves, 
and other ſuch Particulars of judging: whe- 
ther it is likely to have. been writ in Farker's 
Time. They ſhould even have obſerv'd when, 
Lambebith 1 ag be plain Lambeth; when 
other Hands began to appear after. the Fiſteen 
Years Acts had en In One Hand; when, 
That Hand, which for. ſo: long a Time had, 
never , ceaſed by Sickneſs, Bufineſs, or other 
Reaſon, leſt bis conſtant P e 
have been noted; and. many other maß 

which an accurate Obſerver wauld remark. 
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fully, before. he would give an ;Atteſiation. 
Whereas (without any N the like Remarks, 


or any Notice of the Variations between the, 


pretended: Cambridge, and That Lambeth Origh- 
Only 


Nene 


Only in general, That as to the Records of 
Parker's Conſecration in Bramtall's Works, 
they have found them very ronformable to the 
Original, which is reſerved in the Archives of 
the Archiepiſcepal Palace at Lambeth, March 
15. 1721-2, I mark this Date, That you may 
ſee the Librarian's Performance has been the 
Project of Years, as well as concerted with 
Numbers. As to the Certificate it ſelf, was it 
worth a Hrboniſt's Journey to London, or Lt 
Courayer's troubling Dr. Wake, or his lodging 
the inſignificant Piece in the King of France's 
Library? Not in the leaſt. For who Que 
ſtions but Bramball may Þave had Liberty 
to copy ſome Pieces of the Lambeth Regiſter? 
The Queſtion is, whether the Regiſter it ſelf 
is Genuine. And this Certificate does not clear 
that Point; but leaves it juſt where it was, 
er rather adds to the Suſpicions, by being ſo 


lame a Teſtimony, ſo imperſect, ſo little fitted 


to the Purpoſe. 5 1 
90. To the following Teſtimony of Dr. Wake, 
F have already ſpoken N. 78. and indeed, it 
muſt appear to any one at firſt ſight, as much 
too large, as That juſt mention'd, is too 
ort. The Reſpect due to that Dignity, 


which the Government bas given him, de- 


mands, That we ſhould hope he is a Man 


of too much Honour to refuſe a fair Re- 
view of the Regiſter, to clear the Doubts 
which ſtill remain, and even encreaſe by tell- 
ing us all the Acts of Parker's Time, are 
in one and the ſame Hand, tho the Regi- 
ſters were different. But to ſay no more 
of his Leads Letter, than, That if all 
: are in one Han 5 » 
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they muſt rather be Copies 
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than Originals, the Librarian proceeds to 
prove, That the ſole Guardians of theſe Mo- 
numents did not forge them; and urges a- 
gain, pag. 39. That the Regiſter agrees with 


the publick Records in Amer. Nom where 
there is a Harmony ſo qerfe + what Appearance 


is there of Forgery? J anſwer, they neither 
agree with Nymer's Collection, nor with them 
ſelyes, as has been proved. Half a Century 


was Time enough to contrive a much more 
tolerable Agreement between Records then. 


extant, and others which were to be framed. 
in a convenient Manner, and produced at a 
convenient Time, to anſwer ſome troubleſome 


Objections. They could not be anſwer'd at 
firſt: Vet it was thought, better late, than 


never. And a very Bungler he muſt be, who 
pretends to frame or alter a Regiſter, with-_ 


out taking care to agree in ſeveral Points 


with publick Records. If at this Day one 
had a mind to frame a Regiſter wherein the 
Conſecration ſhould be clearly. invalid, it 
would be very eaſy to avoid claſhing with 


acknowledged Records. 


91. But, ſays Le Courayer, how can endleſs 
Uncertainty be avoided in Hiſtory, J it bout 
any Proof, without any Foundation, the ſlighteſt 
5 and the moſt unreaſonable Prejudices 
ſhall ſuffice to diſcredit Records, which the pub- 
lick Faith has render'd Sacred? If he had fairly. 

ropoſed and fully confuted our Proofs, This 

ueſtion'might have been'tolerable.. To ask it 
while he has hardly touched upon them, is very 
unaccountable. Can he believe, That all Ca- 
tholicks are ſo abandon'd as to maintain this 
important Debate, upon fuch unregſonable Pre- 
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judites? Forging Regiſters, eſpecially of this 
Nature, is, I own, a great Crime. But great 
Intereſts attended it, and it was by Men who 
had all Opportunities to do it. The Pieces 
are many, but many were the Years to frame 
them ; and the more numerous the Pieces are, 
the more incredible it is, That of ſuch Num- 
bers, ſo often call'd for, none of them all 
ſhould be ever heard of, for ſo long a Time, 
if they had been Genuine. I am as hearty 
an Engliſhman, and cheriſh the Credit of our 
Records as much as any one. But I cannot 
ſee, That we are ſo priviledged above others, 
as to have no falſe Pieces foiſted into our 
Archives. F. Hardouin, pag. 136. quotes this 
Paſſage of Baronius, Anno 604. Sed & exſe- 
cratione &que inſectauda ſunt que nomine fo- 
annis & Petri Diaconorum ſancti Gregorij in 
medium afferuntur ex codice vaticano ſcripta, 
gue ob id recipienda ſimplices putant tanquam 
qiuinum Oraculum. Quaſi non omnis biblio- 
theca bonos & malos (contineat ) libros, &c. 
Many other Inſtances of falſe Pieces in the 
Vatican Library, and the Archives of all 
Countries, might eaſily be produced. And 
muſt we think' the Rolls and Lambeth are. 
alone exempt from univerſal Fate ? Even Mr. 
Earbery, in all his Warmth was calm enough 
to own, That he is afraid he can give an 
' Inflance. (of thruſting in a Forgery amongſt 
a Croud of Papers, which few or none pe- 
ruſe) of that Nature, in the Tower of Lon- 
don. But this Inftance, continues he, has Re- 
lation to a Faff done above 300 Years out of 
our Memory. And what then? Still this ſhews.. 
the Tower is not exempt from Forgery, Mr. 
2, as, I 
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Earbery goes on: But alas! this Regiſter was 

viewed by our Adverſaries within the Memo 
of the Faits. And what was the Effect of 
it's being view'd ? Alas! it was ſtill rejected, 
and if it was in being within the Memory 
of the Facts, then the Facts Themſelves would be 
a better Evidence than any Regiſter. When he 
adds, That if the Regiſter is queſtion'd, away 
£0 the Bible, Chriſtianity and Fopery down the 
Kream together, We muſt have leave to wonder 
| how Men, who think the Bible ſafe after they 
have pretended to find thoſe Books Aporry- 
phal, which had been owned for Canonical 
above thrice Three hundred Years ont of our 
Memory, can now think it in Danger, be- 
cauſe Lambeth is not infallibl. Muſt Chri- 
ſtianity be in Danger, if we apply the moſt 
reaſonable Methods of comparing Dates, Per- 
ſons, Circumſtances, and finding the Regiſter 
inconſiſtent, . we pronounce it forged ? a 
Word, as no Records are to be denied with- 
out Reaſon, ſo none are to be recited with- 
out Examination; and we have a particular 
Caution given us, for the Times of publiſhing 
this Regiſter; ſince in the beginning of King 
James the Firſt's Reign (as proteſt. Dem. ob- 
ſerves pag. 92.) Pardons were given to many, 
and might be had by any for a ſmall Sum 
of Money for forging Records. The Pardons 
went round in this Style Ferdonamus falſas 
fabricationes' chartarum, ſcriptorum, monumen- 
torum, ſive aliquorum ſcriptorum quorumcung; ac 
publicationes eorundem. And the Times parti- 

cularly requir'd it. "LE 
92. Another Reaſon which, ſays, Le Cou- 
rayer, pag. 39. appears convincing is, That if 
WES: hon 1. 
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they had a mind io forge Records, they would 
not have confiwd themlelves to theſe, and 
they would have dreſsd them up otherwiſe than 
they are. The Logick of theſe Lines muſt ſtand 
thus: The Regiſter, if forged, would have 
been without any Want or Flaw in it? And 
is this convincing ? You may as well ſay; 
if the Author of Abdias of Babilon had a 
mind to forge, . he would have framed his 
Stories otherwiſe. Do Forgers never forget 
to prevent all Objections ? Nay, if they pre- 
vented all, they could never be diſcover'd. 
They think ſome Pieces may ſuffice to dazzle 
Peoples Eyes and puzzle the Cauſe ; which 
may be done in ſome Meaſure by a mode- 
rate Hand at the Work, whereas carrying it 
too far, might ſpoil all. It has ſo in Effect, in 
the preſent- Caſe. But what would they have 
added to their Matters? Why, ſays he, they 
ewould have given us the Record of Barlow's 


Conſecration, which is fo efſential in this Mair. 


It ſeems then ſomething eſſential is wanting. 
And then too, his Logick is here again the 
ſame ; they would have forged Craumer's Re- 
giſter, if they forged Parker's. What ? Muſt 
Cranmer's Regiſter, in which Barlow's Con- 
ſecration was to be inſerted, have been alſo 
in one and the ſame Hand, for a matter of 
Twenty Vears of his Epiſcopal Dignity? We 
ſhall fee hereafter (particularly n. 138.) That 
his Regiſter is very dubious. At preſent, 1 
can ſee no farther Anſwer neceſſary to ſuch 
Arguments as theſe, which only ſay, That 
if it were forged, no Signs of Forgery would 
appear in it. And this, we. muſt needs fay, 

| | | \ IS 


& LC c 


( 149) 
is a ſtrange way of convincing, That the 
Regiſter 1s Genuine. For it would prove, 
That there never was a forged Piece in the 
World. my 
93. The Variations of ſeveral Authors, who 
have cited theſe Regiſters, make up the third 
Objeftion, and is, in my Opinion, ſays the Li- 
brarian, the moſt apparent and moſt reaſonable. 
His Anſwer is, That they cited the Regiſter 
upon Hearſay, or a bad Memory, and unfait hful 
Reports. This is not anſwering, but giving 
up the Point. For conſequently they are not 
to be cited as good Authorities of the Truth 
of the Regiſter. Now one of theſe, who vary 
from the Regiſter, is the Author of Parker's 
Life, That is, Parker himſelf, as our Ad- 
verſaries pretend, or his Secretary. Who mult 
therefore be rank'd among the 7 Re- 
porterf; Before Maſon's Time all Diſagree. 
If ſince his Time they agree better, what 
wonder? When therefore be adds, pag. 41. 
the Act exiſts now; there are authentick Crit 
cates grven- by publick Officers, to atteſt, That 
the Record 1s the aeg with that which has 
been publiſd'd, He ſays nothing to the preſent 
purpoſe : No body Queſtions (as I obſerv'd, 
n. 89.) but they might publiſh it as it was 
in Maſon's Time. The queſtion is, where 
it was for half a Century before, when it 
was never heard of, in ſo many Occaſions 
for it; and while thoſe who are pretended to 
cite it, are own'd to have done it by Hear- 
ſays, bad Memories and  unfathful Reports. _ 
94. By the many Occaſions for producing 
the Regiſter, we mean thoſe wherein ſeveral 
Writers contemporary with Parker (as the Li- 
- E32 d 
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trarian ſays . 42.) highly reproach d him, 
as well as 2 (P28, 4 new Þ iſpops, that they had 
no Conſecration. He 2 they only de- 
nied they were conſecrated by that Form, 
which Catholicks thought ixtirely invalid. This 
he ſays, is evident from Fapleton's Words to 
Horn, nec approbatam & aſſuetam vocationem 
oftendere unquam poteris. He concludes, they 
only denied a Canonical Conſecration, and, 
That the Regiſter cannot be prov'd forg'd 
from that Reproach ; becauſe if it be look d 
upon as Genuine, the Arguments of Stapleton 
and others, will have the ſame Force. But 
certainly from what has been obſerv'd at large 
from Haßleton, Harding, &c. It is very plain, 
how unfairly they are here repreſented, ſince 

at is evident, they did not inſiſt only upon the = 
Ola Form, nor only upon the Uncanoutalneſs 
of the new Biſhops 8 Lane ha but alſo, That 
they had no Conſecration from ſuch as were 
themſelves Biſhops, nor by ſuch a Form as 
the new Hatutes requir'd. There were but 
two Ways of ordaining ; one according to 
the Pontiſical, the other according to the Or- 
Ainal: Stapleton expreſly denies they were or- 
dain'd by either. Quis neſcit te tuoſq; Collegas, 
non dico aliter quam - requirunt Canones, ſed 
nec 1 N Statutorum veſtrorum 
Ordinatos 4 ? He appeals to publick Noto- 
riety. Could ſo wiſe a Man make that Appeal 
(quit neſcit?) if the contrary was notorious ? 
Ard this clearly proves, That altho* ſome of 
thoſe Catholicks inſiſted upon it, That the new 
Biſhops were not ordain'd according to the 
Statutes, becauſe the new Ordinal had not 
been re-eſtabliſh'd. by Name; yet this could 


not 
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not be all they pretended, by affirming the 
new Prelates were not made according to the 
Statutes. For our Adverſaries pretend, That 
Objection of the Ordinal not being expreſly 
renew'd, was only a Cavil, and no Body can 
pretend the Ordinal was notoriouſly illegal, 
and againſt the Statutes. Stapleton in parti- 
cular, not only ſays, they were without a 
lawful, but even without all Impoſition of 
Hands. Se omni mmpoſitrone manuum. In- 
fine, he diſtinguiſhes between the Want of a 
canonical Ordination, and the Want of all 
Ordination by Impoſition of Hands from true 
Biſhops, He diſtinguiſhes between making 
Biſhops in the Beginning of Q. Elizabeth's 
Days, and the making them in the follow- 
ing Years of her Reign. He denies them 
bath a canonical One, and moreover, any Or- 

dination at all, in. the Beginning of thoſe 
Times ; and obſerving, That afterwards they 
were made by Impoſition of Hands; he re- 
marks how ridiculous it is to ule That zom, 
which at irt was omitted. Can it be par- 
donable in the Librarian to deny, or in me 
to prove any longer the plain Meaning of 
that learned Doctor, and others of thoſe con- 
temporary Writers? 2 = 

95. To what the Librarian ſays in this 
Chapter, of the Teſtimony of Sow and Mar- 
ton, I ſhall have a better Occaſion of reply- 
ing, N. 104. and 110. and to That of the 
Earl of Nottiugham, in the next Paragraph. 
In this, I will only add a Word or two of 
what he replies to the Argument, ſome draw 
from Now's ſaying, the Catholick Biſhops 
were depoſed in July. Hence ſome infer, 
23 1 1 
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That it is not probable the Queen would 
name Jonſtal, Bourne and Pool, by a Com- 
miſſion on the gth of September to conſecrate 
Purer. Le Courayer grants (pag. 45.) it is 
highly - improbable ſhe would name them, if 
then already depos'd, and pretends to prove 
they were not depoſed till afterwards. It 
would be very needleſs, to examine his Proofs 
of it, (tho' I could eafily ſhew, they are far 
from being ſo 3 as he pretends) ſince, 
if it is highly improbable ſhe would name Ca- 
tholicks, becauſe depoſed, it is no leſs impro- 
bable ſhe would name thoſe, whom ſhe could 
not but know, were too firm Catholicks to 
act in that Sacrilege; or that ſhe would 
name ſuch, as Barlow, S$cory and Coverdale, 
who were allo depos'd, and not reinſtated, 
and em, 3h „ the Librarian will 
grant. there lay greater Exceptions, upon many 
Accounts, than againſt thoſe three Catholick 
Biſhops. I obſerv'd before (N. 72.) That the 
Forgers of the fecond "Commiſſion ſeem ſen- 
ſible of this, by inſerting the Clauſe Supplen- 
tes, &c. The Librarian, pag. 143. fays, 1 
* have ſcarce any manner of Doubt, but 
te that their main View in this Claufe, rela- 
tc ted to the Perſons of the Conſecrators; Bar- 
« low, Cory, and Coverdale, had been de- 
4 priv'd — and it might be doubted, whe- 
5 ther they could legally do any Eccleſiaſti- 
„ cal Office, unleſs they had been firſt cano- 
4 nically reſtor d. But as they were not 
* actually reſtor'd at that Time, there was a 
% very conſiderable Irregularity in this Re- 
* ſpect, which was to be provided againſt by 
* this Clauſe.” One is often at a Loſs, to 
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know what this Author would ſay, if he 
were to ſpeak out. Does he here mean, 
That the Queen's Diſpenſation is as good as 
a Canonical Reſtoration? But not to preſs him 
to ſpeak out in ſuch Points, this 1s certain, 
That two of thoſe Biſhops acted in other 
Conſecrations, according to the Regiſter, be- 
fore they were reſtor'd ; and yet the Libra- 
vian told us Juſt before, (pag. 141.) there is 
not one in Kymer, from the Year 1559, to 
1566, which has that Clauſe in it, except Far- 
ker's. This ſhews, That their having been 
depriv'd, was not the main Deſign of that 
Clauſe. It ſhews too, That the Forgers, 
ſtunn'd with the Difficulty of drefjing up Par- 
ker's Conſecration (to uſe the Tran/lator's Ex- 
preſſion) were too ſtrangely maz'd, to forge 
their Inſtruments conſequently ; ſince other- 
wiſe, That Clauſe was not to be ſo ſoon caſt 
out. Unleſs, perhaps they thought (as well 
indeed they might) That it was too ſtrange 


a one to be ever heard of more than once. 


Yet on the other Hand, it ſhould have been 
heard of oftner in their other Commiſſions; 
or ſome ſuch Clauſe at leaſt, of that Kind. 
For in the famous Act of Q. Elixabeth in 1566 


we read thus: Her Majeſty in her Leiters 


* Patents directed to the Archbiſhops and 
* Biſhops for the Confirmation, Inveſtiture, 
and Conſecrations of the Biſhops elect, not 
* only made uſe of the Forms, that her Fa- 
ther and Brother had us'd, but alſo causa 
a ſpecial Clanſe to be inſerted, whereby, in 
« Vertue of her Royal Prerogative, ſhe dif- 
„ penſes with all Def that might poſſt- 
* by happen in thoſe Functions, and a” 
be | a 
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& all the Difficulties that might be rais'd 
* againſt thoſe Ordinations.” Sp 
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Other pretended Authorities, in Favour of th 
Regifter-Account, are partly falſe, partly in- 
 fignificant, and partly againſt it. 


96. We might ſuppoſe, That ſuch Autho- 
rities at leaſt, as the Librarian has not inſiſt- 
ed upon, are either ſo weak, or ſo falſe, as 
not to deſerve a particular Reply. However, 
as he ought, in Candor, to have then ob- 
ferv'd, That ſuch improper Means of ſup- 
porting the Credit of the Regiſter have been 
us'd, as he could not reaſonably or fairly urge; 
To left ſtill ſuch other Authorities as have 
been alledg'd by Bramball, ſhould be thought 
by the Ignorant to be of any Moment, I 
will here examin them in ſhort. And in 


the firſt Place, he makes a great Stir with 


the Statute laſt mention'd : That it declares, 
the making of the new Biſhops, was duly and 
orderly done, according to the Laws of this 
Realm according to ſuch Order, Form, and 
with ſuch Ceremonies, in and about their Gonſe- 
crations, as were allowed and ſet forth by the 
ſaid Alls, Siatutes, and Orders anner d to the 
faid Book of Common Prayer ; That this Sta- 
tute for Proof hereof refers, ſays he, to the? 
very Records. The Words of the Statute are: 
As the Records of ber Majeſty's ſaid Father's 
and Brother's Time, and alſo her owi Time, 
will more plainly teſtify and declare. Hence, 
Bramhall infers, That if they were W — 


Ga 

That Form and thoſe Ceremonies, they were 
conſequently not made at the Nag's-head : And 
he asks, Does the Parliament refer to Ads 

that are forg?d? On the contrary, continues he, 

ſce tbat it mentioneth them as authemtich, 
undoubted, undeninble Proofs of what was really 

donc. This he calls zananſwerable. But, Firſt, 
Mr. Sephens ſays very juſtly, (pag. 7.) That 
it 1s falſe and grofly fallacrous ; for the Statute 
has not a Word of any Regiſter, but of Re- 
cord only as Statutes and Records of Law; 
and he adds, That Maſon writing in Latin, 
renders Archiva to decerve and. abuſe the Rea- 
aer. Szcondly, The Statute ſays indeed, That 
the Queen cauſed rvers to be conſecrated, 
according to ſuch Form and Ceremonies, as 
were ſet forth im King Edwara"s Ordinal. 
But ſhe does not ſay, That all, from the Be- 
ginning of her Reign, had been ordain'd in 
that Manner. Nay, ſhe plainly ſuppoſes, That 
ſome were not ſo ordain'd. For She declares, 
That all Acts heretofore done by any Perſons, 
about Conſecration of any Perjons, by Vertne 
of her Patents or Commiſhon, ſince the Be- 
ginning of her Keign, ſhall be judg'd good; 
and then ſhe adds, That all Perſons that hnve 
or ſhall be conferrated after the ſaid Form and 
Order (of K. Edward) /hoald be order d in 
very Deed; which would be ſuperfluouſſy 
ridiculous, if Nothing had been done but by 
that Ordinal. But becauſe ſome Perſons had 
acted in the Conſecrations, and done ſome 
Things by Vertue of her Patents, which were 
not according to the Ordinal, the acts (and 
not only declares, as Bramball deceitiully pre- 
| tends) That whatever was done, whoever 
' B were 
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were the Perſons ordain'd, or the Ordainers, 
the Conſecration ſhould be good. Whereas, 
if Nothing had been done, but by the Ordi- 
nal, the Statute ought to have faid in plain 
Senſe and Engliſh, as Eraſtus Senior obſerves, 
(chap. 19.) That all having been ordain'd ac- 
cording to that Form, and that Form being 
good, they were conſequently duly and le. 
arg I _ the anger 2, the Nul- 
tity of the Frelatick, &c. (ap. 1cn pag. 
430. and 431.) obſerves, That the cen the 


- 


her Patents (for Conſecration) directed to Bi. 


ſhops, or others, &c. which fairly hints, That 


others, beſides Biſhops, had been commitſſion'd. 
Nay, the AQ ſaying, Patents directed to any 
Archbiſhop, Biſhop, or others for the conſecrat- 
ang any Archbiſhop or Biſhop, in the ſingular 
Number, ſuppoſes viſibly, That ſome of thoſe 

Conſecrations were done by ſome One, who 
. paſs'd for Biſhop, and not by three or four 
Biſhops; which agrees very punctually with 
 eIeory's ſole Performance at the Nag's-head. I 
might add ſeveral other Remarks upon that 


Statute, from the Authors now mention'd ; 


by which it 1s very clear, That this Statute 


rather adds, than diminiſhes the Grounds of 


believing the Lambeth Account is a Forgery. 
There appears in the whole Statute, a particular 
Confuſion, in their Endeavour to palliate the 
Conſecration of the firſt Biſhops. And thoſe 
Words, That every thing was' done as preciſe- 
ly, or rather more than ever before, cannot poſ- 
ſibly regard the Uſe of the new Ordinal, in 
the Conſecration of them all, but only the Pre- 
crſeneſs of the Clauſes and ſupreme Authority, 
by which ſhe diſpenſed with thoſe Perſont and 


Things, which had been done by Vertue of 
m_ 


her 
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her Commiſhons. She fays indeed, every 
Thing requiſite and material, was done as pre- 
ciſely as befor e. But as Nothing was thought 
| requiſite, beſides what . ſhe allow'd, or dif 
pens'd with, ſo this is no Proof, that ſhe 
affirms all the Conſecrations were done ac- 
cording to the Regiſter Account. 125 
97. We ſhall now ſee the Regiſter confute 
another - pretended Teſtimony in it's Favour. 
1 mean, That of Charles Howard Earl of 
| Nottingham, and High-Admiral. It. is much 
boaſted of by our Adverfaries. The Libra- 
rian has alſo urged it, pag. 47. in theſe Words: 
„The hearſay Story of an unknown Perſon, 
“ ought not to be brought in Competition 
« with the Acts that remain in the Regi- 
4 ſters: And that conſidering the Teſtimony 
“ it ſelf as a Teſtimony, yet one ſhould ra- 
© ther Credit the Affirmation of the Earl of 
“ Nottingham High- Admiral of England, who 
« was preſent at the Ceremony, and was at 
* the Dinner given at the Palace of Lam-- 
* beth, than that of a Perſon ſo little noted 
* as Neal”. One might have expected to 
have found this Nobleman's Teſtimony in the 
Librarian's Appendix. He has. other Pieces 
of leſs, and indeed of no Moment. But in 
fine, That could not be. For after all, this 
is no more than a hearſay Teſtimony. Was 
it therefore fair and candid to vilify the 
Teſtimony of Mr. Neal as a hearſay, and in 
the ſame Breath to object to us no better 
than another hearſay ? I fear it is ſtill leſs 
b candid in Mr. Williams to ſay in his Preface © 
pag. IX. we bave His (that Earls) Certificate in 
Mr. Maſon. For Maſon (as cited by F. Le 
19 oe "RR 


3 ˙·1 i R . 


VV 


. % & 


(158) 


Quien pag. 438.) only ſays, the Earl ſaid ſotoa 


Fr A nameleſs Friend. Whereas Mr. 
NeaPs Friends are named to whom he gave 
the Account of the Nag bead while they were 
yet living. And tho we don't offer at an 
invidious Compariſon between the Ears and 
Mr. NeaPs Teſtimony, yet it is very unfair 
in the Librarian, to ſpeak ſo contemptuouſly 
of a learned and virtuous Prieft, and publick 
Frofeſſor of Hebrew in Oxford. But if we 
compare the Grounds of believing, that either 


of them gave ſuch a Teſtimony, the Ballance 


is very much on our Side. For, as J faid, 
the Perſons to whom Mr. Neal ſpoke, v7. 
Mr. Haberly and Mr. Bluet, were nam'd while 
yet alive. Thoſe to whom the Earl is pretended 
to have ſpoken, are to this Day nameleſs and 
unknown. Moreover, Maſon having made fo 
great Enquiries for Facts to ſu port the Re- 
giſter, how came he not to find This, till 
many Years after the firſt Edition of his Book? 
Again: Maſon diſcredits his Witneſs, by pre- 
tending, the Reaſon why that noble Earl was 
{o particularly invited by Parker, was their 
being related. The Librarian, more cautious, 
if not more candid, has omitted this Circum- 
ſtance. In Effect, there is ſo little Appearance 


of Parker's being related to that noble Family, 


That his Father was a poor Man, Scourer and 
Calendrer of the Worſieds of Norwich, as 
an Author cited by le Quien, in his Additi- 
ons affirms, and Godwin owns his Birth is 
obſcure. There is no Reaſon to deſpiſe any 
_ reciſely for his mean Parents : But 
here is good Reaſon to reject a Teſtimony 

upon a falſe Pretence of Nobility. 3 8 
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ther: The Regiſter Account tells us, there 
was a great Aſſembly of grave Men at Parker's. 
Conſecration; and Bramball pag. 118. ſays, 


not leſs than thouſands of Eye-witneſſes. Very 


ſtrange, That of thouſands, not one ſhould be 
found to atteſt it but this Earl! Very ſtrange 
alſo, That the pretended A of Parker's Con- 
ſecration, ſhould name Grindal, Cox and 
Sands, who were Ele# Biſhops indeed, but 
leſs remarkable for Dignity even, and much 
leſs for Merit, than. that noble Earl, and yet 
He not be nam'd ! Still more ſtrange, That he 
was not nam'd in that Act, as well as Doyle, 
Baker and Marche, who after all, were only 
Servants of Parker ! Infine, among the Num- 
berleſs Strangeneſſes of that Act, thoſe Words 
in præſentia Edmundi Grindal — et aliorum 
109; nonnullorum, are a ſtrange Expreſſion, 
or to mean a * Admiral of England, of 
ſo diſtinguiſht a Rank and Family; and uon- 
all: alij, is a mighty ſtrange Expreſſion for 
mt leſs than J. — ons And now, ſure, this 
Teſtimony muſt be thought to have little 
Appearance of Truth. If it were better ſu 

ported, I readily own it would be very con- 
ſiderable, upon a particular, Regard to the 
Candor of that noble Earl, Who being pre- 
ſent at the Execution of F. Campian, F. 
Sherwin, and F. Briant, on the firſt of De- 

cember 158 1. and, being ask'd by Q. Eliabetb 
what he thought of them, he anfwer'd frank- 

ly, That he thought they were Mex of great 

Learning and Courage, and died innocent. 

(Pallavicini, in his Difeſa del Pontificato. 
Tom. 3. 1. 6. cap. 8, pag. 158.) | 
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98. The Authorities of Godwin, Hall, Cami 
den and Wadſworth, &c. which are preten- 
ded by Bramhall, after Maſon, in Favour of 
the Regiſter, need no other Anſwer, than 
theſe Words of Mr. Stephens, pag. 8. © For 
« farther Evidence, (if more need, after fo 
4 deceitful a Citation of a printed Statute) 
4 how little Truſt or Credit is to be given 
to the Authors of Mr. Maſon's Book, the 
© Citation of Mr. Vaaſworth's Letter Manu- 
4 ſcript, without noting the Date; the Pre- 

A tence of others, who mention the Regiſter 
< in Print, without the Names of the Au- 
* thors, or Titles of the Books, and the al. 
* ledging Cambden, Dr. Collins, and Dr. Hall, 
* without the time when their Books were 
“ printed, which is all craftily done to im- 
* poſe upon the Reader; both do that effec- 
e tually, and moreover, ſhew how lame a 
* Cauſe it is in that Particular alſo : For, 
* Wadfworth's Letter, which is now in Print, 
is dated but April 1. 1615. and the other 
% Books will be found printed, I believe, 
< but about the ſame time, which is nothing 
* to the Purpoſe. * And what myſterious 
Dealings there were about that time, the 
* Convocation Book, not long fince publiſh'd, 
©. which had been ſo long kept ſecret, is a 
© notable Inſtance.” Let me add, That Bram- 
hall, pag. 68. ſays, Mr. Wadſworth, teſtifies, 
after he had read Parker's Conſecration in 
the Regiſter, That 1he Conſecration of the fiſt 
Proteſtant Biſhops was attempted, but not ac- 
compliſtd at the Nag's-head. Upon this, Bram- 
ball infers: If it was only attempted, not ac. 
compliſt'd, then the Nag's-head ne” - a 
. 5 N able. 
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Fable. Strange Inference! We all own the 
Nag'5-head Ordination was only an Attempt, 
not a true Conſecration; They were fruſtrated 
too in the Attempt of having a Conſecration 
from Landaff, And as Mr. Wadſworth's read- 
ing the Regis about the Year 1615. is 
nothing to the Purpoſe (for no one doubts, 
but that it might be read after Maſon's Book) 
ſo his ſtill being convinc'd, That they at- 
tempted a Conſecration at the Nag's-head, is 
rather a Proof, That he neither teliey'd this 
pretended Regiſter to be true, nor the Nag's 
Head Account to be a Fable: =; 2 
99. Bramball is ſtill more unfortunate in 
the Authority he produces of Mr. Clerke, pag, 
66. He there tells, That Mr. Theophilus Hig- 
ins alledg'd to Mr. Clerke, the Nag head 
rdination, for one of his Motives of leay- 
ing the Church of England: That Mr. Clerke 
approvd of his Caution, becauſe in dubiis 
tutior pars eft eligenda, but wiſh'd withal, 
| That what our Authors had written cons 
cerning that Point, could be made good: 
But that Mr. Clerke ſaid, That he himſelf | 
was preſent when the Advocate of the Arches, - | 
whom the Queen ſent to peruſe the Regiſter, 
and to give her an Account, whether the | 
; Conſecration was periorm'd canonically, an- i 
ſwer'd, That he had peruſed the Regiſter, and 9 
that no juſt Exception could be made againſt the” * i 
' Conſecration, but, he ſaid, Something might have | 
; been better; particularly that Biſhop Coverdale 1 
was not in his Rochet. But he aſſurd her; 


2 


; J. hat, could make no Defect in the Conſecration. 
1 Thus much, ſays Bramhall, Mr. Higgins was 
; ready to make Faith of while alive, and Mr. 
A M Barwick, 7 
| X " W | \ 
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Barwick, a Perſon of very good Credit, from 
Him at this preſent; and Mr. Higgins coming 
aiterwards into England, and finding in the 
Regiſter thoſe expreſs Words (Coverdallus, 
non niſi toga laned talari utebatur ) and remem- 
bring what Mr. Clzrke had told him, he ſaid, 
That he never aſter made Doubt of the 
Truth of the Confecration. Thus Bramball. 
J have been exact in giving his Account. 
Let us now ſee what it proves. Firſt, Tt 
muſt immediately occur to every one, That 
Bramhall here furniſhes a Witneſs againſt 
himſelf, by ſaying, That Mr. Higgins was in- 
duced by the Nag's-head Account to become 
a Catholick. Conſequently, That Account 
was not only known, but very much atteſted. 
in C. Elnabeth's Days: Otherwiſe no Man 
of Senſe, and ſo near the Time of the Fact, 
could be ſo far prevail'd upon, by a Fact, fo 
contrary to the Notoriety of the Lambeth Ac- 
count. Seconaly, It makes Mr. Clerke, not- 
W ithſtanding he is pretended to have heard 
the Teftimony of the Advocate, fill doubt- 
ful. Thiudly, It makes the Advocate very im- 
pertinent, to aſſure the Queen ſo very grave- 
ty, That Coverdale's odd Garb could not in- 
validate the Conſecration. Could he poſſibly 
think the Queen ſo ignorant, as to think 
otherwiſe ? Fourthly, It makes the Queen 
have a ſad Opinion of her new Biſhops. 
Either ſhe doubted their Capacity, or their 
Principles; otherwiſe, why. theſe Spies upon 
em. © It ſeems, ſays Mr. Vara, pag. 66. 
& She had a very bad Opinion of their Per. 
4 formance, as alſo a Doubt of their Fide- 
© lity, in relating Things themſelves ; or _ 
| 2 | g 11 
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3 CONDI 2 
" if the Conſecrators could not give her as 
&« perfect an Account, as any ſhe could ſend 
«© to pry into the Buſineſs — and who can 
&« imagine Lawyers, ſhould underfiand bet- 
© ter what belong'd to Conſecration, than 
& the pretended Conſecrators themſelves. 
Mr. Williams is mighty angry at theſe and 
the like Reflections of Mr. Ward. He an- 
ſwers, There is not a Word of this in the Re- 
giſter. But there is in Mr. Maſon, who 
pretends to write from the Regiſter; and 
lays, That $:x Lawyers were ſent to inſpect: 
And muſt the Advocate of the Arches, be 
ſtill ſent to inſpect the. Regiſter too, and the 
2 be again inform'd, That Coverdale's 
wn was no eſſential Detect ? All theſe af- 
feed Precautions, in ſo publick a Fact as 
the pretended Account of Lambeth, can have 
no other Effect, but to encreaſe the Suſpici- 
ons of every impartial Judge. Infine; Higgins, 
Clerke, and Barwick, are only Hear-ſay Wit- 
neſſes. Yet Bramball, takes up with them,; 
becauſe he thinks they favour the, Regiſter. 
Hear-ſay Witneſſes for the Nag's-head; our 
Adverſaries will not receive. Is. this fair 
Dealing? Eſpecially conſidering, That in our 
Caſe they are, as we ſhall ſee; very unlike 
to this pretended Teſtimony, which is only 
a Heap of Inconſiſtencies. „ 
100. Here comes another Teſtignons, much ** 
of the ſame Nature, mention'd by Brampal! 
as. 68. and more fully out of Mafen, in Mil- 
iam pag, 116. When 7ohn Hart, thirty. 
* Years ago (ſays Maſon in his Edition of 
* 1625.) - our Orders as you do now; 


* the learned Reynolds out of the Regiſters 6, 


» 


- (164) . 

& Edmund Freab, by whom he was ordain'd 
a Prieſt, and out of Marthew Parker's Re- 
* giſters, by whom Freak was ordain'd Bi- 
„ thop, tranſcrib'd the Conſecrations; which 
© when Hart ſaw, he preſently confeſs'd, 
© That he thought nothing of that Nature 
could be produc'd: And therefore agreed, 
„That whole Argument ſhould be eraſed and 
* expung'd out of the Conference, That it 

„ might not be printed, being then to go to 
ce the Preſs. This Reynolds told me.” He 
adds, That Reynolds ſignified the fame in his 
Epiſtle to Thomas Baker, Rector of Soham 
in Suffolk, and that he has it by him, given 
him by his Friend Eduard Baker, after his 
Father's Death; and that another Copy writ- 
ten by Reynold's own Hand, is in the Cu- 
ſtody of his Friend Henry Maſon. I don't re- 
member, to have ſeen any, Who have taken 
Notice of this Objection. Perhaps, others did 
not think it deſerv'd any. However, ſince 1 
find it has ſeem'd to ſome Proteſtants to be 
conſiderable; I anſwer, Firſt, That after all, 
this is but a private Teſtimony of one Man, 
and not to be oppoſed to a much greater 
Number of thoſe, who deny'd the Lambeth 
Account at the very time. dSecondly, The 
Character of That one Man makes it impro- 


bable. For, as F. Fitz herbert ſays, in his 


Supplement to the Diſcuſſion, chap. 5. pag. 212. 
© Who knows not that Dr. Reynolds was an 
% Arch-puritan, inſomuch, That he preach'd 
© once publickly at Oxford, againſt the Title 
and Atiffority of Biſhops, and was choſen 


“ of late Years by the reſt of the Sect, to de- 


„fend their Cauſe before his Majeſty at 
4 2 1 WY ampion 
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Hampton Court.” Where F. Fitz herbert adds, 
That he there diſcover'd himſelf fo vat, 
and was ſo confounded, That it was credi- 
bly reported, That he wept there publickly, 
for very Sorrow and Shame; ard that the 
King gave him ſeveral open Checks and K- 
bukes, and held him unworthy of his Pre- 
ſence afterwards at Oxford, and therefore, as 


I have heard, ſays That Learned Father, gave 


expreſs Orders, That he ſhould not come into 
his Sight. Is an Arch-puritan, and one fo 
rebuk?a, a likely Witneſs of his own, or 
Parker's Ordination? Thzrrdly, It looks ſuſ- 
picious, That the very Words of his Letter, 
the Date, the Particulars of it are not ſet 
down. Poſſibly it would not bear the Light, 
and had ſome Inconſiſtencies that would diſ- 
prove the pretended Fact. Foiurthly, As far 
as it is expreſs'd, it only 1mports, That the 
Conſecrations of Reynolds, and of Freak, were 
tranſcrib'd. Now, altho' Parker, within ſome 
Years after his own Conſecration, might ke 
a Regiſter of ſuch as he ordain'd Then, after 
his Manner; it does not follow, there Was 
any old Regiſter of Parker himſelf, or of the 
Firſt Biſhops; and This 1s what 1s denied. 
Fifthly, This pretended Teſtimony, it rightly 
conſider'd, is a much ſtronger Argument a- 
gainſt the Regiſter Account, than in favour _ 
of it. For, it John Hart (who as Bramhall 
owns, was a very ingenious Perſon) denied 
their Orders thirty Years ago, as we do now, 
he then denied them upon the Nag ahead 
Account, among other Reaſons, as we do now: 
If he thought nothing of that Nature, (of a 
regiſter d Conſecration) could be produc d, he 
| 8 » con- 
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conſequently knew nothing of the notorious 
Lambeth Account, but of a very oppoſite one, 
which made him think no Regiſter could be 
produced: Whereas, a Regiſter muſt have 
— ſuppoſed of courſe, unleſs there were 
ſtrong Proofs, That no ſuch Conſecration had 
been, Why then did he expunge that Part 
of the Conference ? If the Fact be true, That 
he expunged it, the Reaſon is very obvious, 
without being any Proof, That he was con- 
vinced : For, his Book being juſt going to 
the Preſs, he might rather expunge a Paſ- 
ſage, which he would not then inſiſt upon, 
than delay the Printing- of his Book till he. 
had taken Time to enquire farther into the Pre- 
tence of a Regiſter, which it ſeems was a 
ſtrange Novelty to him, never heard, never 
imagined by him before, tho' it was morally 
impoſſible he ſhould never have heard of the 
Lambeth Account, if it was true; or not 
have imagined a Regiſter was kept, which 
is a Thing of Courſe to be ſuppoſed, unleſs 
there are very ſtrong Reaſons to think; there 
was none. [5 5 

101. Bramball, ftill continues his Misfor- 
tune of bringing Teſtimonies, which are either 
very inſignificant, or againſt himſelf. He tells 
us, Ch. 6. pag. 68. That the Regiſter being 
deliberately peruſed by F. Oldcorne the Jeſuit, he 
confeſs d himſelf clearly convinced of That where: 
of he had ſo long doubted —— blaming us, as 
partly guilty of the' groſs Miſtake of many, for 
not having publickly and timely made known 10 
the World the notorious Falſhood of that empiy, 
butt far ſpread Afperſion againſt our Succeſſion. 
He adds, That the Biſhop of Chalcedon _— - 

Zh ©. =” _ mg 
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this Confeſſion, That F. Oldcorne being in held 
for the Pwwader-Treaſon, and judging. others by 
himſelf, ſhould ſay, the Regiſters to be aut heul icł, 
16 n0 marvel. And now again; What does all 
this prove? Firf?, It proves, That long before 
the Powder-Plot the Nag's-head. Conſecration 
had been far ſpread, believed by mam, and 
That the Regiſter had not been z2mely pro- - 
duced. Secondly, It proves, That the Lambeth 
Account, which muſt have been more No- 
tor104s, if true, than the Regiſter, was. not ſo 
notorious as the oppoſite Account. Thiral, 
Since the Words 5 long doultæd, cannot in 
Reaſon mean leſs than ten or a dozen Yearg, 
Vie have conſequently the Nag's-head Account 
carried conſiderably higher than King James J. 
Reign, contrary to what, our Adverſarics 
pretend. Fourthly, If F. Oldcorne in Priſon 
peruſed the Regiſters, how came no mention 

to be made of him, and of his judgment 

upon them, when F. Faircloth and others 
were called to view them? Why were not 
they permitted a farther Examination, either 
in, or. out of their Priſons? . Fifthly, The 
Biſhop of ( halcedon might very well ſay, That 
it is no wonder, That F. Oldcorne judging 
others by himſelt, ſhould think the Regiſters 
Authentick ; becauſe he might not in Priſon 
have the Opportunity of examining, them ac- 
curately, as indeed there is no Proof brought, 
but only a bare Affirmation of Bramball, 
That he ever examin'd them at all; or be 
might not be aware of the Flaws in it, and chuſe 
rather to judge favourably of the Reg iſter, 
than accuſe Thoſe of Forgery - who produced 
them. But as to the Biſhop of Chalcedon him- 
11 _ felf, 
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ſelf, if Bramhall would inſinuate, That He 
alſo was of Opinion, That it was Authentick, 
the Infinuation would be very wrong ; both 
becauſe the Words alledged, as from That 
Biſhop, rather import the contrary, and be- 
cauſe his Works plainly ſhew, That he was 
rſuaded, That it is not Genuine; nor does 
e affirm, That F. Olacorne was convinced of 
their Authentickneſs, but only, that even ſup- 


poſing he was, yet that might be no Wonder; 
ſince judging others by himſelf, he might think 


Others ſcarce _—— of ſuch a Forgery. | Can» 
did Men, as F. Oldcorne was very partieu- 
larly, may be ſometimes, eſpecially in the Sur- 
prize of a Regiſter ſolemnly produced, brought 
into 8 Miſtakes, by judging of other Peo- 
ple's Candor by their own. Ir is not every 
one, That upon the firſt Appearance can judge 
of the Authentickneſs of Records: And the 
Arguments we have produced, ſhew, That 
if any Catholicks did (tho? I cannot ſee ſuf- 
ficient Proof that any did) at firſt judge them 
Authentick, they did it more upon judging 
of other People's Candor by their * than 
upon other ſolid Grounds. 9 7 5 


§. 12. 


The Lambeth Account Forte incredible, be- 
tauſe That of the Nag's-head is very cre- 
dibly atteſted. © | 

102. Never was any Fact in the World 
of ſo notorious, ſo modern, fo important, fo 
fiingular a Nature, as That of the 3 

31 0: 
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Conſecration, ſo ſoon denied, ſo ſtrongly re- 
futed, ſo weakly ſupported, as we have al- 
ready ſeen it is. And yet there ſtill remain 
very ſtrong Evidences from the Credibility of 
the contrary Account of the Nag's-hzad. It 
is true, That conſidering the Perſons and No- 
tions of the new. Proteſtant Prelates, it ſeems 
clear, That they thought, One, or more, or 
any Sort, or no Ordination at all, to be very 
indifferent Things. It does not, therefore, I 
grant, preciſely follow, That if they were 
ordain'd at the Nag' s- head, they were not 
ordain'd at Lambeth; ſince they might have 
been at both Places, and tried to mend their 
former Work by a ſecond. But ſince, even 
our Adverſaries grant, That if the Nag head 
Conſecration is true, That of Lambeth is 
forged ; it follows, That the credible Teſtimo- 
nies for the former, make the latter ſtill more 
incredible. Whereas on the other ſide, if any 
ſhould think the Nag*s-head Story is not ſuf- 
ficiently atteſted for an abſolute Aſſent, it will 
not follow, That the Lambeth Account is to 
be therefore the more credited; becauſe, ſtill 
it has unanſwerable Arguments againſt it. 
In the Nature of the Things both may be 
falſe. But as I obſerved above (N. 37.) That 
if only probable Grounds could be produced, 
either to believe the one, or diſcredit the other 
of theſe Accounts, it would ſuffice to oblige 
the Engliſh to ſeek ſecurer Orders, ſo I added, 


That J hoped not to be fo miſunderſtood, as 


if I thought the Nag's-head Account were not 
new the better ſupported of the two. Let 
us lee. "5" Se 
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In the beginning of Queen Elina 


| e Reign (they are Champney's Words 


40 
40 
cc 
LC 
cc 
cc 


in the Librarian pag. 30.) the Catholick 
Biſhops being depoſed and impriſon'd, as 
as ſhall be ſeen hereaſter, others Were to be 
ordained and fubſtituted in their Places, 
They, who were nominated and elected to 
this Dignity, met at London by Appoint- 
ment, at the Sign of the Nag's-hea# in 
Cheapfid: ; thither likewiſe upon Invitation 


came the Biſhop of Landaff, grown de- 
crepid by reaſon of his Age, a ſimple, 


timorous Man, from whom the new. Can- 
didates expected Ordination: But Bonner, 
Biſhop of London, then in Priſon, upon 
p al of Religion, hearing of it, threatned 
Landa} with Excommunication if he or- 
dain'd- them; who. being terrified by this 


* Meſſage, and perhaps Ang. inwardly 
b 


touch'd w/ ith the EE of Conſcience, drew 
back, and refuſed to lay his Hands upon them, 


alledging the Weakneſs of his Byes, as the 


Cauſe. The new Candidates being thus 
deceived in their Expectations, and think: 
ing themſelves impoſed upon, began to fe- 
vile the old Man, whom they had before 


6 + treated with à great deal of Reverence 


40 


40 
cc 
40 


and Reſpect; ſome of them laying, thi 
{ 


Fool believes we cannot be made 755 
. We are Ercaled with Oyl : Ridiculing 
as Well the old Biſhop, as this Catholic 


1 Cuſtom in Conſecration. But being thus 
deprived of a Conſecrator, they were forced 


to ſeek for a ne-. Exped ient; and they 
had Recourſe to Nory, an Apoſtate Monk, 
for their Ordination, who under Edward 1 

a 
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had uſurp'd a Biſhoprick, without any 
Conſecra tion, as ſhall be made appear 
„ hereafter : This Man, who had, together 
* with his religious Habit, put off all Con- 
„ ſcience, ſoon pertorm'd what they. deſir'd, 
*« uſing this Ceremony: They all kneeling 
« before him, and he laying the Bible upon 
the Head of each of them, ſaid, Receive 
« Power to preach the Word of God ſincerely; 
„and thus they all roſe up Biſhops.” 

104. Le Courayer, notwithitanding the plain 
unafteted Candor of this Narrative, is pleas'd 
to call it an empty filly Story, If he had fair- 
ly produc'd the Authorities which ſupport it, 
know not with what Face he could have 
given it that Character. He ſays indeed, That 
* Champney adds, That he had that Account 
« from one Thomas Bluet, who receiv'd it 
« himſelf from one Tomas, Neal, then Of, 
* ficer of Biſhop Bonner, whom Bonner 
# ſent to Landaf},. to threaten him with Ex- 
communication, if he acted in that Affair, 
© and to be a Witneſs of what paſs'd there, 
* which was thus, as it is here related; But he 
does not add, That Champney ſays, Mr. Bluet 
was a grave, learned, and judicious Frieft : 
Nor, that Mr. Neal was a Prieſt of Probity 
and Reputation, Profeſſor of Hebrew at Oxford: 
Nor, That Bluet had other Means to be in. 
form d of this Matter, being long Priſoner to- 
gether with Dr. Watſon Biſhop of Lincoln, and 
divers other Men of Mark of the ancient Cler- 
H in whoſe Time, and in whoſe Sight, as a Man 
may ſay, this Matter was done. Of this Nar- 
ration there are, I think, as many Wiineſſes 
yet living, as there are Priefls remaining _ 


( 172) 
that have been Priſoners together with Mr. 
Bluet in Wisbich Caſtle, where JI alſo heard 
it of him. Nor again does the Librarian men. 
tion any where, that Confirmation of this 
Paſſage, which Champney in his Latin Editi- 
on, brings from Mr. Henry Conſtables Manu. 
ſcripts. This learned Gentleman's Words are, 
Parkerus, a duobus ad ſummum ſacerdotibus, 
non E piſcopis ordinatus fuit; ft tamen Barlous, 
Scoræo in ea action aſtiterit, quod me quidem 
latet. Senex enim ille Landavenſis Epi/copus, 
qui ad locum conſecrationts Parkeri, & cætero- 
rum adductus fuit, ſe lumine oculorum pri vatum 
ſimulabat, ne tuntum ſacrilegium committeret. 
Unde factum eft ut ad Scoræum . recurrerint, 


az. quo prius non cogitaverant. Quod non tau. 


tum Catholici integerrima fidei, qui tei geſie 
teſtes erant oculait, 12 7 ſed etiam Joannes 
Stowus ejuſdem rei teſtis eft, qui omnes hujus 
rei circumſtantias diligenter perquiſivit, tameth 
lllas in Chronico ſuo referre non auſus fit. This 
Teſtimony ought the leſs to have been o- 
mitted, becauſe alledg'd by ſeveral Catholicks, 
as of one, whoſe Teſtimony is the more to 
be regarded, becauſe he was, as Champney ſays, 
Nobilis, & ut omnes norunt, qui eum noverunt, 
magni, acriſq; ingenij, & qui levibus conjectu. 
11s non d 3 0 1 | 

105. Speakin 50; A o.) of Hou, 
I 1 what I there ſaid of 


him, by this Authority of Mr. Gon/taÞl:, both 
to avoid repeating it, and becauſe I had a 
mind firſt to conſult an Edition of Hos 
Survey of London, which I had formerly ſeen, | 
and took to be the firſt Edition of it, which 
is grown rare. Some who have read it very 
| carefully J 
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(273) 
carefully, affirm That they did not find, That 
$ow mentions there the Conſecration of Crin- 
dal to have been on December 21. 1559. It 
is clear however, by the different Pages, That 
neither That cited by Le Courayer, nor That 


by F. Hardoitin, is the ſame 1 have now by 


me. I will not be poſitive it is the very 
firſt Edition; but I muſt own, That the Title 
Page marks it, printed by John Wolfe, 1 598, 
the ſame Year in which the Title fays, 


* 


it was writ by Hou. I own too, That pag. 
406. it ſays, Edmund Grindal, 2 Lon- 
don, being conſecrated the 21ſt of ember 
1559. was tranſlated to York, in the Year 
1570. Upon this, Le Courayer, pag. 44 infers, 
This Fact alone, reported by Stow, deſtroys the 
Hiſtory of the Nag's-head, and the Argument 
brought from his Silence in his Chronicle, and 
the pretended ſecret Intelligence of his dumb 
Friends, who ſay nothing at all. But his In- 
ference is much too nimble. Firſt, Becauſe 
How may very well have known the Nag's- 
head Affair, and yet have been prevail'd 
with, to fix Crindal's Conſecration to that Day. 
For, fince his Sincerity was over-aw'd, to 
conceal it in his Chronicle, it is leſs Won- 
der if he was over-aw'd farther in his De- 
cay of Age, to countenance a Date, which 
might in the latter End of Queen Elnabeih's 
Reign, begin to be whiſper'd abroad, as a 
Forerunner of the Regiſter, which was not 
yet ripe. It was already forty Years after the 
Fact, and So. grown old; and tho* in a 


ſecond Edition of his Chronicle, he did not 


yet dare to countenance any ſuch Date of the 
new Biſhops Conſecration, yet he pave other 
| OO "WO * 6 Tokens 
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Tokens of Infincerity, which may juſtly be 


ſuſpected in this Date. Secondly, It is ob- 
ſervable, That mentioning Sande, who. ſhc- 
eeeded Grindal at London, he ſays nothing of 
His Conſecration; and tho? he ſometimes men. 
tions the Year, when other Biſhops of Lon. 
don were conſecrated, yet of the whole Num. 
ber, of at leaſt a Hundred Biſhops of London, 
whom he there mentions, he has not mark'd 
the Day, on which any one of them all, was 
conſecrated: No, not even of Bancroft, then 
actually juſt made Biſhop. Is not this Date 
then of Grindal; a viſible Affectation, either 
of How, or (which I rather believe) of ſome 
Body elſe, who foiſted it in; for him? Third: 
ly, Be it as it will, this odd Chance of a 
Date, can never ſtand in Competition with 


the numerous Proofs againſt it. Laſtly, It 


is obſervable, That the Librarian firft gags 
our Witneſſes, and then inſults them as 
dumb Ones ; whereas, in this very Point ot 
Loos Authority, they ſpeak ſo loud and fo 
plain, that the Librarian endeavours in vain 


to ſtifle their Evidence. For, wink Fn gas 


affirms $ow's Knowledge of the Nag's-head 
Affair, as unqueſtionable; and Dr. Champney 
_ ſays, That Sow himſelf affirm'd it to 75 ons 

that are yet living, of entire Credit and Fidt- 
lity. The Earl of Nottingham's Teſtimony 
was not produc'd till after his Death, and 
they are nameleſs Friends to whom he is ſaid 
to have ſpoken. If Theſe are dumb Witneſſes, 
let us hear of them no more; or let Sous 
Friends be heard: Efpecially ſince the Teſti- 
mony of Theſe is ſtrongly ſupported, and That 
of the others, fails on every Side. 
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106. And now let us proceed to other 


Witneſſes of the Nag head Affair, who have 


been paſs'd over in deep Silence, by an un- 
warrantable Dumbneſs ot the Librarian. Thus, 
he takes no Notice, That the ſame Account 
is related by Sacroboſco or Holiwaod in his 
Book, de Inve/tigandd Chriſti Ectleſid, 2 
in 1603. That is, ten Years before Maſon's 
Book; and. e by Maſon; as is alſo the 
Preface to The. Diſcuſſion, printed in 16123 
And moreover it is related by Fi- ſimons in his 
Britannomachia, and Kelliſon in his Examen 
novæ re far mationis, printed in 16 16, after hav- 
ing urg'd the fame, Account in 1608 againſt 
Suicltff, Who had cited a pretended Regiſter, 
but differently, as we have ſeen from Maſon. 
Why did not the Librarian ſhew more Can- 
dor in mentioning. theſe Authors, and that 
F. Holiwoood had heard the Account from 
Mr. Haberly, with whom he was Fellow 
Priſoner in W:5b1ch Caſtle for Religion? He 
could not be ignorant of the Particulars men- 
tion'd by Maſon. It ſeems, as if he was ſen- 
ſible Maſon had prejudic'd his Cauſe, by own- 
ing the Nag tba Account was ſo poſitive- 
ly aſſerted, by ſo learned and virtuous Men, 
and fo long, before Proteſtants offer'd to an- 
ſwer it. But he ſhould have reflected, That 
his Cauſe is more prejudic'd by diſſembling 
ſuch ſtrong Authorities; and yet there remain 
many others. For, Codwm cited by F. Le 
Quien, pag. 197. joins Harding to Fitz. ſimong 
and others, who deny the Lambeth Conſecra- 
tion, and aſſert a very afferent one. His 
Words are; de loco fi quarts hujus conſecrationis, 
baud alius fuit quam conſuetus, Capella nimi: 


OE (176) FOO 
rum Archiepi/copalis Lambethenſis, utcung; di- 
verſa tradunt impudentiſſimi Rabulæ Hardingus, 
Fitz-fimon, et alij. Tho“ he adds, Hardingo 
aliquo tamen modo ignoſci potaſt, quod, que nemo 
adbuc arguerat, tradiderit 72 tamen nondum 
credita. Theſe Words of Godwin infinuate 
indeed, That Harding did not poſitively af: 
ſert the Nag's-head Account. But ſtill they 
ſhew, That it is ſo far from being, as 15 
now pretended, a Fable invented in the Reign 
of King James the Firft, that it had taken 
Air in the Beginning of Queen Elu⁰abeths 
Days, and yet it was never contradicted in 
thoſe Days. No one preſs'd Harding with 
the 8 of denying a notorious Fact; 2 
Fact, of which we are told there were not 
leſs than a thouſand Eye · Witneſſes. I muſt 
own indeed, with F. Le Oiien, That I never 
met with any Place in Harding, where he 
clearly ſpeaks of the Nag - head Account. But 
I muſt add alſo with him, That Harding, 
beſides his Works, which I have cited, writ 
others mention'd by Pits, and ſome beſides, 
which Pits owns he had not ſeen; and we 
have no Reaſon to ſuſpect That Godwin would 
be ſo particular in mentioning Harding, and 
endeavour to diminiſh his Authority, unleſs 
he had read ſome of that Doctor's Works, in 
which he fpoke of it. And the Places I 
have cited from Harding (F.2.) as they are 
_ abſolutely inconſiſtent with his knowing any 
Thing of the Lambeth Account, fo they ſuffi 
ciently inſinuate One, of which the old Biſhops 
were aſhamed, and which the new ones durſt 
nat. name. All that Godwin ſays to the 
Authority of Harding, (Who, as he pretends, 
| | 4 | | Speak: 
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Sd. 
ſpeaks dubiouſiy of it) is this: quis ſang mentis, tam 
ridicule, & ab omni credulitate abhorremti cu. 
lunnie, fidem adhibuerit ? The Anſwer is very 
eaſy. Any impartial Man would ſooner be- 
lieve thoſe new. Prelates would take up with 
any Sort of Ordination, than that ſo publick 
4 one as is pretended, could be denied by 
any Men in their Senſes. ' _ 0 

107. Beſides this Authority of Harding, for 
which we are oblig'd to Godwin, and thoſe 
(N. 99. 100.) of Higgins, Clerke, and Hart, 


with which Bramhall has obligd us, Lai 
rence Humphrey, in his Preface to the Works 


of Jewel, gives us. a very illuſtrious Teſt 
mony, which ſhews, That the Nag's-head Ac- 
count had, in Subſtance, paſs'd the Seas very 
early. He there owns, the great Biſhop Hicrom 
23 calꝰ'd the Cicero of Portugal for his 

loquence, objected to the new Engliſh Pre- 
lates, that they were Diſciples of Bucer, Peter 
Martyr, and Calvin, and, as ſuch, con rated 
without any Ceremony, Buceri aut Martyris lan- 
lum diſcipulos, &a Calvino inſtitutos, fine ULLA. 
CEREMONIA CONSECRAT OS. The Con- 
ſecration at the Nag head, was done in ſuch 
a Manner, as may well be ſaid, to have been 
done without any Ceremony; but, That of 
Lambeth, had many long Ceremonies; Oſorius 
could not therefore mean That. If he made 
that Objection in his Book againſt Faddon, 
> at Licbon in 1567. he muſt have 

nown, they were not ſolemnly conſecrated, 
within && Years aſter the Fact. And in 
vihatever Book it is, he muſt have objected 
it within about a Denen Years of that pre- 
tended notorious Fact; For, FHiimp/riy's Book 
| | | was 
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was printed in 1573. Was Lambeth Solem- 
nity return'd, to confound his Objection? Was 
the Regiſter produced? No. Humphrey gave 
no Anſwer but Injuries. Haddon and Fox 
(fays Champney,) only replied in general, That 
they had Impoſition of Hands, and propriis 
Ceremoniis utimur, ficut & vos & cater na- 
tiones, ſuas adminiſtrant. But here is not a 
Word of Lambeth, Nothing of the Regiſter, 
Nothing determinate of the Firft Biſhops, No- 
thing of Ohoriuss Folly, in ſaying, That was 
done without uny Ceremony), which was notoriouſly 
done with long Ceremonies, and thoſe, long 
fince preſcribed and known to all by Kin 
Edward's Ordinal. This is only mere Shui: 
fling. The Queſtion is, how Parker and others 
of the Firſt, were ordain'd, not how afterwards 
they ordain'd others.  Catholicks muſt be un; 
derſtood to ſpeak of the Firſt, becauſe it was 
daily viſible how the others afterwards were 
ordain'd : They could not therefore ask how 
and by whom, of Theſe. Whoever theſe Que: 
ſtions are ask d of, muſt have been ordain'd 
originally in a more private Manner. Pro- 
teſtants on the contrary muſt be underſtood 
to be under a conſcious Puzzle and Shame, 
while inſtead of directly anſwering how the 
 firft Biſhops were ordain'd, They only An- 
fwer, what wasthe Method afterwards. Thus 
I obſerved above, That 7ewel anſwered di: 
rely of hie own Election in particular, but 
of Conſecration, only in general; we are con- 
fecrated. And I Lannot but add here, That 
when aſk'd who made him Prieſt, he an: 
ſpwers directly, (tho? faifly,) zag. 130. N 


Demonſiration of Diſcipline, _—— 
£p 
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An. 1567. I am a Prieſi made by the fate 
Order and Ordinance, and, I think, alſo bythe 
ſame Man, and the ſame Hands, That you Mr. 
Harding, were made Pricft by. But in the 


very next Lines, ask'd who made him Bi- 


ſhop, he anfwers, I am Biſhop by the Ele- 
— of the Chapter of Fram ch x of his 
Epiſcopal Ordination in particular, not a 

ord. | You find him s, we are ordaim d, 
but he dares not ſay, I was ordain'd by ſuch 
and ſuch a one.' And yet what did not That 
Man dare to ſay? How many other more 


diſtant Facts did he falſify? The particular 
Fact of his 'own Conſecration was too Moi 


dern to be  own'd. | Nothing elſe could ſtop 
a Man of his Sharpneſs from a direct Anſwer, 
or one of his Boldneſs from appealing to a 


| Regiſter, if it had been in any tolerable Con- 


dition of appearing ſo foon. 12715 
108. As this Reproach of being made with - 


| out ary Coremony as all is plainly oppoſite to 


the Lambeth Solemnity, and agrees with the 
Nag's-bead Work, fo the Reproach made by 
the Puritans of thoſe Times, is exattly the 
ſame, if not ſtill more expreſs. Fitz-Simon 
mentions, pag. 60. of his Britannomac hia, That 
the Puritans preſented to the Parliament _ 

317. DE 
ſays, They plamly there affirm” iſcoporum 
hodie in Anglia profanum ordinem, ac ordina- 
tionem in angulo, extra congregationem, initium 


& progreſſum habuiſſe. Can it be imag in d, 


That the Puritans in the Parliament could ſay, 
the Engliſh original Ordination was done in 4 
Corner, and not in a Congregation, if it had 
been publickly done * the Lambeth. _— 
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and according to the Regiſter? And this con- 
futes the Objection of Mr. Williams, pag. 89. 
where he urges, That if the Nag's-b:ad Con- 
ſecration had any Thing of Truth in it, the * 
Factious Puritans of That Age would have caſi 
it in the Teeth of the new Biſhops. William. 
adds, in Proof, That they never objected ſuch 
a Conſecration. Firſt, That on the contrary 
they objected, That the Engliſh were ordain d 
by ſuch as had received the Romiſh Antichri- 

ſtian Orders. Secondly, That in Bancroft's 
Book of Dangerous Poſitions, where he has col- 
lected many of the Furitan's Objections, he 
has not mention'd This. I grant they often 
objected to the Engli/b Protidiants That their 
Orders were Fopiſb and Antichriſtian. What 
wonder? They pretended to Orders from us. 
The Puritan, lay hold of their Pretenſions to 

ſuch Orders, and often argue from them. 
This was their moſt general Plea. Whether 
the Engliſh were ſolemnly ordain'd, or in a 
Corner, this Plea equally holds in the Opinion 


of the Puritans, and againſt the new Clergy, 


and whether they, were ordain'd by true or 

falſe Biſhops, ſtill the Origia of their-Orders 
is Antichriſttan according to the Puritans, 
becauſe they pretended to derive them. from 
the Pope. And as to Bancroſt's taking no 
Notice of that Objection from à Corner-Ora'- 
nation, it is no Proof at all. For, by Mr. 
Wilhams and others, we often find Writers 
paſs over ſeveral Objections in Silence. Let 
others judge why they do ſo. But here is a 
poſitive Teſtimony, That it was objected. 
And to ſhew us, That it was not anſwer d, 


wh 


not be anſwer d. 


s cæſſity, a Frieſt (alluding to Scory) migbt 


. ordain a Biſhop, might well think the Nag's- 


Ch. 7. pag. 73. where he ſays, This is certain, 


( 181) | 
is rather a great Preſumption, That it could 


109. And this naturally minds me of the 
Paſſage, in the Treatiſe of the Nature of Ca- 
tholick Faith and Hereſy, pag. 8. N. 3. Ban- 
4 croft — of London being demanded by 
« Maſter William Alabafter, how Parker and 
* his Collegues were conſecrated Biſhops ? 
« Anſwer'd, He hoped, That in Caſe of Ne- 


© Ordain pg This Anſwer of his was 
« objected in Print by Hol:woed againſt him, 
«© and all the Engl; Clergy in the Year 1603. 
“Not a Word replied, 'Bancroft himſelf be- 
« ing then Living.” This Paſſage, as it is 
confirm'd by Bancroft's Procedings, which 
I ſpoke of N. 32; ſo from thence we may 
* account for his not anſwering to the 


Objection of Parker's being ordain'd in a | 


Corner. For he, who thought a Prieft could 


head Corner might ſuffice. It ſhews more- 
over, very plainly, That he was forced to 
own, They had not their Orders from any 
certain Biſhop, and agrees perfectly with the 
Nag's-head Performance by Scory. It is plea 
ſant to hear Bramball anſwer this Paſlage, 


he could not allude to Biſhop Scory, who was 
conſecrated a Biſhop in the Reign of King Ed- 
ward VI. as by-the Records of thoſe Times 
appeareth. Now, beſides That thoſe Records 
are juſtly ſuſpected, and the Anſwer of Ban- 
croſt ſhews he was not ſure of Hory's Epil- 
copal Character, it is certain, he thought a 
Prieſt might Ordain ; it is certain, he muſt 
| N3 have 
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have alluded to Sry or Barlow, chuſe which 

you pleaſe; it is certain, his alluding to S 
was publiſh'd fome Years : before he died; it 
is certain, That he never denied that Paſſage, 
ſo remarkable in it felf, and fo publickly 
objected; it is certain, That if he had greater 
— to trouble his Head with, as Bramball 
ſays, ſome one elſe ſhould have anſwer'd for 
him; it is certain, he could not have greater 
3 in his Head, than to juſtify his 
Principles and his Orders, in ſo remarkable 
an Attack. Infine, as to what Bramball adds, 
of his not believing a Word of what is here ſaid 
of. Bancroft, it is a very ready Way of an- 
ſwering, but it certainly needs no Reply. 
110. But theſe Words of Bramball in the 
ſame Place (Why might not Holiwood be miſ 
informd of the Biſhop of Lon as well as 
you your ſelves were 1 the Biſbop of Durham?) 
deſerve particular Notice, and furniſh a ſtrong 
Evidence of the Nag's-head Ordination. He 
alludes to that Paſſage of the Treatiſe juſt cited, 
That upon Occaſion of a Book preſented in 
Parliament, to prove the Proteſtant | Biſhops 
had no Conſecration; Doctor Morton re- 
8 _ They had been conſecrated. at the 
*. Nag's-head in Cheapfide, as was natorious 
< to all the World, Sr. The Authors of 
“e the Treatiſe add, This was told to many 
„ by one of the ancienteſt Peers of England, 
„ preſent in Parliament when Morton made 
* his Speech; and the ſame. he is ready to 
„ depoſe upon Oath.” It may well be ima - 
gin'd, That whatever greater Matters Dr. 
Morton had to trouble his Head with, as 
well as Bancroft, yet this Paſſage made _ 
F grea 


„ 
great a Noiſe to be paſs'd over in Silence. 
He was therefore engag'd to proteſt againſt 
it. Bramhall and Le Courayer, have at largc 
his Proteſtation, and that of other Lords then 
in Parliament, and 'the Clerk of the Parlia- 
ment's Atteſtation, That in, the Book. of the 
Lords Houſe, he found no ſuch Speech of 
Morton. What happen'd The Authors of 
that Treatiſe publiſhd* another at Auwerp in 
1659. wherein they reply to Bramball's tri- 
umphant Infults. It is under the Title of the 
Nullity of the Prelatick Clergy of England. 
Not having it now by me, tho? I have ſeen 
it ſome Years ago, I will quote the Teſti- 
mony of my Lord Audley, from Mr. Ward, 
Canto. 2. as far, at leaſt, as will fully anſwer | 
Bramhall, and confirm the Allegation, leaving 
the Reader to conſult the Null of, 8c. for 
I 2H A "7 
Thus then, my Lord Audley depoſes. Who 
© the Author of the Treati/e of Catholick Faith, 
« &c. fixeth on, to prove his Allegations touch- 
„ing the Biſhop of Dyrhamn's Speech, I know 
„not; for he told me of it before ever I 
* ſpoke to him; but ſure I am, if it be look d 
after, he may have ſufficient Teſtimony tq 
„ ſatisfy half a Dozen Juries. But that which 
< ſtirs me to Tpeak in this Matter, is a Note 
I have at the Requeſt of the Biſhop of 
„Derry ( Bramhall himſelf) given him under 
my Hand, wherein I fay in Subſtance, 
_ © the ſame with the Author, touching the 
© wander d much to find, That the DP 
„of Durbam does deny this Speech, for 
cannot remember tit ever 1 heard, 0h, 
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or read the Story of the Nag's-head, till 
that Day in Parliament of my Lord of 
Durbam; Then I heard it from him, and 
This I ſay, as I ſhall anſwer it before the 


Judgment Seat of God Almighty As 
to the Biſhop of Durham's Denial, I hope, 


That confeſſing himſelf now of the Age of 


Ninety Five Years, it will be held no Crime 
to ſay, or improbable to believe, That one 
of that great Age, may at leaſt forget what 
he ſpoke ſo many Years ſince. For the 
two Certificates of the other Lords, That 
of the Temporal, ſays little to my Lord of 
Derrys Purpoſe, neither with an indifferent 


* Judgment can That of the Spiritual, work 


much. . For my Part, I do not fay, that 
any, or all their Lordſhips, whoſe Names 
are put to the Certificate, were in the Houſe 
at this time, or if any of them were, that 
they vook Notice of what my Lord of 
Durham ſpoke. For, many Diſcourſes are 
made in Parliament, and little Notice taken 
of them —— And it is not the Office of a 
Clerk to record them (his Work would be 
too great) till it be a Reſult or Concluſion, 
and then he writes them down as Orders, 
Ordinances, c. of Parliament. I will end 
this ſhort- and faithful Defence, which I 


© have been here neceſſitated to make for 
* my ſelf, with many Thanks to my Lord 
of Derry for his Charity and Opinion of 


al 


my Ingenuity; and ſeeing his Lordſhip's 
Inclination in this Matter is to abſolve me 
from à. malicious Lye, I will abſolve my 
ſelf, as to Miſtake, either in the Perſon or 


e Matter; affuring his Lordſhip, and al the 
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« World there is none.” This Teſtimony. }. 
of my Lord Audlzy, ſeems to have ſtop'd the 
Lord of Derry's Mouth, ſince in the follow- . 
ing Editions of his Book, he ſays Nothing 
againſt it. But was it fair either in him, or 
in Le Courayer to diſſemble it, and ſtill 
accuſe us of ſupporting. the Nay's-head Story 
with a forged Teſtrmony of the Biſhop of 
Durham? How could the Librarian ſay pag. 
49. They believd him dead, when they pro- 
duc d his Teſtimony? The very Treatiſe that 
alledg'd his Teſtimony, expreſly ſays, he was 
yet living. Jam unwilling to give ſuch Pro- 
cedings their obvious Name, and am ſorry 
That beſides the great Age of Morton, which 

might make him forgetful, and in that Regard, 
make my Lord Audlzy's Toh be the 

more credible of the two, F. Ferſons and others, 
in their Books againſt him, had prov'd him 
guilty of ſo many Falſifications and Corrup- 
tions of the Authors and Facts he had alledg- 
ed in his Writings, That his Teſtimony in 
controverſial Matters, can not be of any Credit ; 
eſpecially when oppoſed by Men of Honour, 
_ whoſe Sincerity is own'd by their very Ad- 
yerſaries. It is moreover remarkable, That 
not only Dr. Morton, but no others: of the 
Lords, or any for em, as far as I could ever 
hear, ever offer d to conteſt the Fact, after 
my Lord Audleys Teſtimony. Infine, it is 

alſo remarkable, That Dr. Morton, who liv'd 
near Forty Years of Q. Elabeth's Reign, 
muſt have been nearly acquainted with many 
who had been Eye-witneſſes of Parker's Con- 
ſecration, if it had been perform'd at Lambeth. 
It muſt therefore ſeem ſtrange, That in his 
e W Teſtimony 
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Teſtimony he ſhould chuſe to appeal to Ma. 
_ {ors Regiſter, which he knew was conteſted ; 
and not offer to mention the Fact as a Thing 
of publick Notoriety in his younger Days, 
nor appeal to any, who had heard of the Lam- 
.beth Account, before he had been charged with 
aſſerting That of the Nag's-head in the Par- 
Ar, and even before Maſon's Book ap- 
pear'd. „ 15 

111. The Treatiſe of Catbolick Faith, &c. 
in 1657. expreſly ſays moreover, I have ſpoken 
with both: | 7 887 and Proteſtants, T, hat re- 
member near Fourſcore Tears, and acknowledpe 
That ſo long, they heard the Nag's-head Hor) 
related as an undoubted Truth. This carries 
that Account into Queen Elizabeth's Reign: 
And ſince it certainly was both known and 
believed by F. Perſons, Dr. Kelliſon, Dr. Champ- 
uch, Mr. Conſtable, F. Holiwood, F. Fitzberbert, 
Men of remarkable Learning and Wiſdom, 
who had been acquainted . with Cardinal 
Allen, Dr. Stapleton, and many other great 
Men, both among Proteſtants and Catholicks, 
and neither could want Opportunity, nor 
Prudence to fift ſo extraordinary a Point to 
the Bottom; ſince it has been ſo conſtant a 
Tradition among Catholicks; ſince by theſe 
great Men, and by the Teſtimony, of F. Fair- 
cloth and many others, whom We have al- 
ready produced, and more ſtill to be added, it 
has been ſo well atteſted that the Librarian owns 
it has been for ſo long a Time a Grand for 
the Church of Rome, and all other Catholick 
Countries to reordain all Engliſh Miniſters ; 
fince it was feveral Years publiſh'd particu- 
_ larly and circumſtantially in Print, before any 


Proteſtant durſk offer to deny it; we muſt _ 
, | elune 
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clude it is incomparably better atteſted than 
the pretended Lambeth Account. And this 
will {till farther. appear by ſhewing how weak- 

ly the Librarian has argued-to diſprove the 
Nag's-bhead Ordination. This we thall now ' 


ſee. Having firſt added, That Heylin has ob- 
tiged us with -an Acknowledgement, That 
Dr. Sanders muſt be added to the Authors, 
who atteſt it. We will eee Heylin his 
wretched angry Pun, Dr. Sanders (never more 
truly Dr. Slanders ) publiſÞ'd this Slander, That 
the Perſons deſigud by the Queen for ſeveral 
Biſhopricks, berg met at a Tavern, did then 
and there lay Hands on one another, without 
Form or Order. Bir. 2. paz 121. And more- 
over the Legacy left to Proteftants, printed 
at Doway 1654, ſays, I know they have 
tried many Ways, and feign'd an old Re- 
cord to prove their Ordination from Catho- 
„lick Biſhops : but it is falle, as I have re- 
* ceiy'd from two certain Witneſſes. The 
former of them was Dr. Darbiſhire the Dean 
* of S. Pauls, and Nephew to Dr. Bonner 
© Biſhop of London, who almoſt ſixty Years 
« ſince, liv'd at Mufſipont, then a —— 

** Man, very Aged, but perſect in Senſe and 
„Memory, who ſpeaking what he knew, af- 
“ firm'd to my ſelf and another with me, 
„% That, like good Fellows, they had made 
* themſelves Biſhops at an Inn, becauſe they 
„could not get true Biſhops to conſecrate 
« them. My other Witneſs was a Gentleman 
„of known Worth and Credit, dead not 
„many Years ſince; whoſe Father; a Chief 
Judge of this Kingdom, viſiting Archbiſhop 
* Heath permitted by Queen Elrabeth r 
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4 God-Child, to live in Surrey at the Par- 
< ſonage Houſe. of Cobham, ſaw a Letter ſent 
© from Biſhop Bonner out of the Marſhalſea, 
by one of his Chaplains, to the Archbiſhop, 
* read whilft they were at Dinner together, 
% wherein he merrily related the Manner how 
d theſe new Biſhops (becauſe he had diſſuad- 
«© ed Oglethorp Biſhop of Carlile from doing 
& it in his Dioceſe) ordain'd one another in 
« an Inn, where they met together.” Dr. The. 
Bret, a Miniſter of the Church of England, 
min his Book of the Divine Right of Epiſcoay 
pag. 180. fairly cites out of the ſame Legacy, 
this whole Paſſage, as an Objection againſt the 
Validity of Engliſh Orders. His Anſwer to 
the firſt Part is, Not to cavil, ſays he, with 


the Author, for calling Dr. Darbiſhire Dean of 


Pauls, when he was never more than Canon 
of that Church; What Evidence did this Doctor 
give, more than his bare Word, for what ht 
_ ſaid ? The ſecond Part he rejefts as a mere 
Hearſay. But, Dr. Darbiſhires bare Word will 
be taken for ſufficient Evidence in the preſent 


"Caſe, by any one, who hall obſerve, That as 


Nephew to Biſhop Bonner, and Dean or 
Canon of St. Paul's, he was in Occaſion of be- 
ing fully inform'd of the Truth of what he 
ſaid: And that he was a Man of ſingular 
Virtue, and for the Prudence and Learning, 
which he join'd with his Sanity, was de- 
puted by the Engliſb Catholicks to the Coun- 
cil of Trent, there to have 'the Decifion of 
the Fathers about their Obligation of not go- 
ing to the Proteftant Churches, as 7uvency 
relates jn his Hiſtory of the Society of 7eſus, 
pag. 325. And as to the ſecond Part of the 


7 Relation, 
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is not, as they pretend, a likely Thing: But 
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Relation, the particularly circumſtanced Ac- 
count, That grave Author gives of it, will 
be thought more, than a mere Hear/ay. 


| The Weakneſs of our Adverſaries Objeftions con- 


firms the Nag's-head Account. 


112. Not to omit what juſt now occurs; 

ſſibly it may be objected, That F. Darbi- 
Fires great Age may be as good an Excep- 
tion to his Memory, as That of Dr. Morton. 
Let it be granted as to the Age alone: Still there 
are three great Diſparities Firſt, That F. 
Darbifhire's being perfect in Memory is poſi- 
tively teſtified, not ſo of Dr. Morton. . Secondly, 
Darbiſhire*s Probity and Sincerity had never been 
queſtzon'd in any Kind; Morton's Inſincerity in 
controverſal Matters had not been queſtion'd 
only, but often proved. Thirdly, The very 
Teſtimony now in Queſtion, was directly 
confuted by a Nobleman, whoſe Ingenuity is 
own'd by his Adverſaries, in the Caſe of Dr. 
Morton ; no ſuch Thing in That of Dr. Dar- 
biſhire. And now, as to other Objections, 
which have been made to the Nag's-head Ac- 
count, it is obſervable in general, That as 
far as they regard directly That particular 
Fact, they are entirely negative, or merely 
ſuppoſed Improbabilities, No poſitive Witneſs 
is even pretended to ſay, That Parker, S$ory, 
Landaff, or Neal were not at the Nag's-head 
together, at That Time, or to deny the other 
particulars. All is reduced to This, That it 


as 
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as we have the Philoſopher's Axiom for it, That 
it is very likely, That many unlikely Things 
happen; fo, That is a very weak Pretence to 
be oppoſed to direct and poſitive Teſtimonies, 
Such indirect Proofs may be conſiderable, 
where they are not quaſh'd by other direct 
Evidences ; where Thefe are not ſufficiently 
refuted, Thoſe can be of no Force. Nay, even 
conſidering all things, the mere Likelihood; 
will be found ſtronger m Favour of the 
Nag's-head Account, than .againſt it. And in. 
deed, if we were only to ſpeak to ſuch as 
are vers'd in theſe kind of Debates, there 
would be no need of a particular Reply to 
Le Courayer's Objeftions to the Nag's-head 
Affair, both becauſe he has not the very Ap- 
| f of any thing, more than what he 
in Bramball againſt it, and becauſe 
the Anfwer 1s eaſily drawn from what has 
been hitherto faid, in the Proofs of it. But 
fince ſome are not ſo ready at Applications, 
and becauſe they will clear the Matter fur- 
ther, let us ſee what he urges. Non erat dif- 
fugiendum hoc officuum ſtyli noſtri, non qua 
tle novum aliquid dicit, cui non jam multi, 
modis & ſepe reſponſum eſt, ſed propter tardio- 
res fratres, qui ca que alicubi legerunt, ad 
omnia paria referre non poſſunt. 8. Aug. con. 
Fulg. I. 2. mnw. © | 
113. The Librariar's preliminary Attack 


| fag. 32. is ſurpriſingly bold. Nothing, ſays. 


he, 7s more full of Contradittions, than this Ar- 
count; and the Falſhood 4 it appears wiſible to 
the Eyes of the World. This, in the obvious 
Senſe of the Words, is telling us, That all 
the Cathohcks, who have maintain'd HEE 
„„ 0 Villains 
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Villains, or mad Men. Sure he has now 
thought more ſeriouſly of the Charge: But 
what are his Proofs ? His two firft are, That 
the Nag's-head Account does not agree with 
the Records, and Commiſſions of the Queen in 
Rymer. I grant it; but Firff, this is no Con- 
tradition in the Account it ſelf: Szcondly, It 
is not a Proof that directly regards that Ac- 
count, but the Authentickneſs of thoſe Com- 
miſſions; and this Point has been ſufficient- 
ly clear'd. Rymer's Records relating to the 
Lambeth Conſecration of the new Bithops, are 
all from the ſame Forge, as thoſe in the Re- 
giſter. If a Fact were aſſerted by many ex- 
tremely wiſe and prudent Men, even after 
they had expreſly refuted the Authority of 
Abdias of Babilon, if then you ſhould urge as 
an Objection, That one, who has copied Aadias, 
has ſeveral Things inconfiſtent with that Fact, 
would this Objection deſerve a farther Re- 
ply? The Caſe is here entirely parallel. 2 

114., His third Objection is; ** What Co- 
« lour is there, That thoſe Biſhops, who were 
« willing to put the beft Appearance upon 


“ their $&4;/m, ſhould chuſe a Tavern for 


this Ceremony? And that they ſhould be 
4“ fo imprudent —— as to let it come to the 
< Knowledge of the Biſhop of London? That 
© they ſhould admit a Perſon fo little known 
« as Neal, whom they had Reaſon to —_ 
that he came as a Spy.” Does he here 
mean thoſe Biſhops were only in a Shiſm? 


It is to be hop'd, he will ſpeak more diftin&t- 


ly hereafter. As to their going to a Tavern, 
Champney has long. ſince accounted for it, in 
theſe Words, pag. 169. They were out 7 all 

Hopes 
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Hopes to draw the old Biſhop of Landaff ts 
their Church with them, they made no Scruple 
to go to ſuch a Place as he would be content 
to come to. Nor can it be any Wonder, that 
Biſhop Bonner ſhould come to the Knowledge 
of the Deſign, both becauſe he mult needs 
have been attentive to their Procedings, and 

it may fairly be ſuppos'd, That even Landaf 
himſelf would make no Secret of their De- 
ſign. Again, The more unknown you ſup 
poſe Neal, the leſs could the new Biſhops 
Wet him for a Spy, particularly if we ſup- 
poſe (and this Suppoſition is full as likely 
as the contrary), That he came by the Con- 
ſent, and as a Companion of Landaff. It is 
well however, That the Librarian is more cau- 
tious than Burnet, who by one of his Fan- 
| cies, which he calls Hiſiories of the Reforma- 
tion, ſets Neal a feeping through a Hole of 
the Door. But this ſmart Invention (tho' 
more tolerable, than that of making our. Sa- 
viour convey his Body through the Key | 
Hole of the Room, where the Apoſtles met, 
to avoid Penetration of Bodies) was very 
needleſs in the preſent Caſe. For, notwith- 
ſtanding the ridiculous Idea, which naturally 
riſes at the very hearing of Biſhops meeting 
at a Tavern to be conſecrated, it is to be 
conſider d, That the Nag's-head was a 
great and uſual Place of Reſort, for Numbers 
of conſiderable Clergymen and Biſhops, when 
they met in Town, as F. Le Quien obſerves 
from Fuller and others, pag. 218. and whe- 
ther it be ſerious, or a Jeſt, That AL 
ſpeaks of the Chapel of the Nag's-head, ſtill it 


is no Wonder, That Neal, Fairclath, and 
| 135 ſome 
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ſome others ſhould be in the Company ot 
Landaſ and the new Biſhops, at ſuch a meet- 
ing as they had projected, to inveigle that 
unfortunate old Biſhop, whoſe Weakneſs of 
Age, and having taken the Oath. of Supre- 
macy, made them hope he would do That 
there, which he had refusd to do in a pub- 
lick Church. And. where Le Couraper adds; 
Men /o diſpoſed as theſe Biſhops are preſumed 

never have troubled i heir Hends 
about theſe Ceremonies, ſince Conſecration muſt 


_ appear to them very. indiſſerent; I grant it: 


But he had told us juſt now, they were wil- 
ling 10 22 the beſt Appearance they could upon 
their S$chiſm, and in this View they had a 
Mind, if poſſible, to have their Conſecration 
from ſome Catholick Biſhop. Rather private- 
ly, than not at all. And tho” it is very true 
which he alſo adds, That afſuredly they might 
as well have had none at all, as that which 
they are ſuppoſed to have recetud: Yet it is 
alſo true, That having ſuch Notions as they 
had, and being provided with a very large 
Supplentes nihilominus from the Queen, as they 
may be ſuppoſed to have had actually, or 
knew they could obtain; it is very rational 
to believe, S$ory's new Ordinal would ſatisfy 


their Principles. 


115. But, ſays the Librarian, Fourthly, 


According to Sanders: Queen Elizabeth always 


took Care, That B ſhops were ordain'd with the 
Ceremonizs ak (ws by the Laus of the 

that there it no Doubt but this 
Author ſo very diligent to forget nothing which 


mig ht tend to blacken the new Eccleſiaſtical Coo 


vernment introduced into England, would ex- 


poſe 
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poſe an Ordination ſo irregular, and not have 
waved a Proof ſo very ſignal, ſo very convins 
cing of the invalidity of their Miniſtry. I have 
quoted theſe Words at large, that by com- 
a 


paring them with what I faid of Sanders 
(F. 5.) it may appear how little the Libra- 
rian's exactneſs can be depended upon. It 
appears from that Paragraph That Sanders 
plainly denies the ſolemn Conſecration, and 
ſufficiently expreſſes a very different one, and 


we have (Num. 111.) ſeen that Heylin was 


ſenſible, That he was one who had ſuffici- 
ently publiſh'd the Tavern-Ordination. His 
Book de Schiſmate, does not indeed expreſſy 
mention it; but it expreſſy ſays, They were 


not ordain'd by the Kites and Ceremonies preſcrib- 


ed by the new Laws. It was unneceſſary to 
name the Place; for the Place preciſely, adds 
no new Proof' to the Invalidity. To name 
Neal, or Bonner, or other particular Witneſſes 
of the Tavern Buſineſs, would not only have 


been dangerous to thoſe Perſons, by laying 


them open to a Premunir at leaſt, but to 
have loaded the Objection of their wanting 
Orders with the odious Circumſtances that 
aceompanied it, might have drawn greater 
Severities upon Catholicks in general, who 
were already ſufficiently perſecuted, without 
adding ſuch odious Provocations. If Sanders 
mentions ſome things no leſs odious (and 


upon that very Account, Riſbton owns it was 


doubted, whether the publiſhing his Hiſtory 


was to be hazarded in thoſe Circumſtances) 
yet they were ſuch, as could not ſo imme 
diately involve particular Perſons in the dan- 
gerous Proof. It was ſufficient, That Catho- 


licks 
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licks loudly proclaiming the Invalidity of the 

newy Ordinations, plainly ſhewed they did it 
upon certain Grounds, and Proteſtants 
producing no Records of them, plainly 
thewed they were aſhamed to have the Truth 
known: And when the Matter began to be 
more particularly talk'd of, they procured an 
Act of Parliament to ftop Peoples Mouths. 


How. much more effectually had they ſtop d 
them, by appealing to the Notoriety and Regi- 


ſters of Lambeth? ? 0 Y | 
116. The F:f:h Argument of Le | Courayer 
pretends, That Bonner's threatning Landaff 
with Excommunication is ridiculous, becauſe 
by the Oath of Supremacy he had already 
incurr'd it, and therefore would not much 
value the Excommunication. But fince the 
Librarian owns, That Lauda was till a- 
tachd to the Catbolick Doctrine, it is very 
ſtrange to tell us, he would not value, any 
farther, a particular, determinate and perſo- 
nal Excommunication, in a Matter of ſo Togh 
a Nature as a Sacrilegious Ordination. 
cauſe he had been guilty of one Crime, 
muſt he be thought to ſtick at Nothing? 
And ſince he is own'd to have refuſed acting 
in that Matter, why. muſt he be thought not 
to value ſuch an Excommunication? The 
Librarian has here another very ſtrange Ex- 
preſſion, That Laudaff was flow enough in 
fiding with Schiſmaticks againſt his Conſcience : 
Are we to underſtand, That They were only 
S$hiſmaticks, and That he was too flow in 
fiding with Them? One cannot but wiſh 
this Gentleman had poiſed his Expreſſions . 
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117. His Sixth Argument is, That Neal's 
Relation imports, That Hory had 0 Conſe- 
cration. Now this Fact, ſays he, ig entirely 
falſe —— He was conſecrated by Cranmer ac- 
cording to King Edward's Ordinal, and this 
is acknowledged by all Hiſtorians. But, Firſt, 
This is no point of Neal's Relation: It is 
only an incident Reflection of Champney, as is 
evident by Champney's adding theſe Words, as 
ſhall be made io appear hereafter. Secondly, 
Neal might well have ſaid, Scory had no Conſecra- 
tion; kecauſe even ſuppoſing him conſecrated 
by the new Ordinal, he thought him inva- 
lidly ordain'd, and in this Senſe he had 10 
Conſecration. Thirdly, By all Hiſtorians, the 
Librarian can only mean Proteſtants. For, 
he muſt know, and we ſhall prove. hereaſter, 
That Catholicks have conteſted Scrory's Ordi- 
nation by Cranmer, and the Regiſter upon 
which it depends. And now, upon ſo weak 
an Objection as this, it is very odd to hear 
the Librarian make this tragical Exclamation, 
One muſt be aſtoniſtd to find the Author ſo ig- 
norant, That his whole Relation is one continued 
Heap of Falſhoods., Eſpecially, he ſhould not 
have thus ſpoken of Dr. Champney, while he 
lays himſelf ſo open to a more juſt Reproach 
in what he adds, as a Szmventh Argument. 
| 7 this Hiſtory, ſays he, had but the Shadow of 
Truth, how-comes it to paſs, That Parker was 
not reproac lad with it in his own Life Time? 
And vy did not they attempt to prove, That 
this Ordination wa, perform d contrary to tht 
Laus and Rules eſtabliſbd, and by Perſons noi 
regarded as Biſhops ? Let us ask him a few 
Queſtions in our turn: Could he be 1 


Comyg) 


That Sanders, Harding, Stapleton, Briſtow, and : 
others had urged over and over in expreſs 
Terms, That they were ordain'd by Perſons 
not regarded as Biſhops ?. Not to repeat their 


Words quoted above, do's. not Briſtow re- 
_ proach Farker by Name, That he was only 
a Prieſt, made Biſhop only by the Queen's 


Patent, or by a ridiculous Ordination of ſuch 
as had no Power of ordaining ? © Exempla 


habemus in Anglia quam plurima, ut Far- 


« keri, Grindall:, Sandeſy, Horni, & aliorum, 


_ qui ſecundum Catholicum ritum olim 
“ presbyteri ordinati, idonei viſi ſunt, qui 
&« fine nova ordinatione non ſolum presbyteri 
« eſſent, ſed & Epiſcopi, & Archiepiſcopi & 


© Primates fierent, vel ſolis litteris Regiis, vel 


“ ridiculd quadam ordinationę eorum, qui nul: 
* lam, miſt a Regina, conſecrandi poteſtatem 
“ acceperant.” Can then any Thing, but want 
of Reflection excuſe the Librarian? And why 
does he add, That Sanders would not have o- 


mitted the Nag”'s-head Story, if he had had any 
room to- prattle 2 Will he join in the Cry of 


Proteſtants in blackening | That great Man? 
Can no Catholick Divine or Hiſtorian avoid 
his Cenſure and his Contempt in this De- 
bate, any more than Champney ? If Sanders 
had ſaid nothing inconſiſtent with the Lam- 


beth Account, his Silence of the Nag's-head' in 
it's particular Circumſtances, might have been 
alledged with ſome Colour: But now to alledge 
it, and to alledge it with ſuch a Flirt, what 
muſt we call it? In fine, what can be more 

unaccountable than to urge, That the Nag 
head Story had its Birth, as he here pretends, 
n the Reign of King James I. Let us fup- 


3 pole, 


* 
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poſe, if you ſo pleaſe, That it was s firſt pub; 
find in Print, and in particular by Haoli- 
wood in 1603. Yet this is Ten Years before 


Maſon's publiſhing the Particulars of the Re. 


giſter. Why then muſt. That be thought too 
late, which got the ſtart fo long betore ? And 
what could make it a Work ot Ten Years 40 
refute it, but that it was well rooted, and 
| neceſſary Inſtruments were not ready? 

118. The Truth of the Matter is, That as 
we have produced many Proofs of it's earlier 
Date, ſo it is very eaſy to account for it's 
being more particularly ſpoken of in King 
James I. Reign. That Prince being zealous 


for Epiſcopal Government, it behoved Prote- 


ſtants to think of laying a cloſer Claim to 


Ordination, and Catholicks to renew their Ob- 
jections, and with the moſt particular Circum- 


ſtances. Under the milder Beginnings of his 


Reign they might do it with greater Secu- 
rity than before. They might even hope, 
That - loudly proclaiming ſo fingular an In- 
ſtance of how little Appearance the Proteſtant 
Clergy had to true Orders, might much in- 


fluence his Diſpofitions to a Re-union with 


the Church. Whereas, if it had been falſe, if 
it had been a no leſs new, than notorious Ca- 


lumny, it muſt have made him more averſe 


to Catholicks. Again, when in 1610. he ſent 
for Miniſters from Sotland to be ordain'd, 
. avè a freſh Occaſion of inſiſting upon 

Vag*s-head Story. Accordingly about that 
Time it was farther urged : Not as a new 


Thing; but, as an ancient and certain Fact. 


And by whom was it urged ? By the wiſeſt 


and learnedeſt of Catholicks ; and + 
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ſo ranks; That whereas Records and Regiſters 
are very apt to bear an awful Aſpect, and 
with their venerable Air to ſilence at once 
all trifling Fables, the Regiſter 1n this Caſe 
WAS, immediately it- ſelf, — leſs than 
any Fable. That very Account which the 
Regiſter was to have confounded, was thought 
an unanſwerable Proof, That the Regiſter it 
ſelf was a Forgery. In the conſtant. Opinion 
of eee there were Arguments enough 
to judge the E ugliſh Ord inations invalid, with- 
out any need of framing an unheard of Story; 5 
and Nothing but a full Conviction of the 
Truth of o- Fact, could move them to in- 
ſiſt upon it. Nor can any Thing be more 
weak, — to imagine with the Librarian, 
pag. 3 5. That the Dinner which was made 
at Parker? Confirmation is the Ground of this 
Story, from whence, ſays he, it was afterwards 
imbelliſbed with further Fiftions. 22 Din- 
ners were no unuſual Things; and if the 
Truth of Facts were to be cided by con- 
—_ Probabilities (weak Things, alas! to 

1 to poſitive Teſtimonies one ought 
to judge rather, That if a private Conſecra- 
tion had been to be 8 = Twenty better 
Ways would have been contrived. But Truth 
has fix d the Scene where Invention would 
never have placed it. For, however uſual 
ſuch Dinners might be at that Tavern, 
yet nothing could leſs occur to any Inventive 
Head, than to fix a Conſecration to an Inn; 
Nothing but ſtrong Proofs could ever make 
it be believed. Where Burnet too, is fond 
of making the Confirmation Dinner, theGround 
wn this Story, it is worth obſerving, how he 
| 04 con- 
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contradicts himſelf. He tells us, Some bad 
ſeen the B (hops go to that Ti avern, and might 
imagine, That (Confirmation Dinner) was the 
Time of the Nag's-head Conſecration. He had 
ſaid juſt before, When it might be preſumed, 
That all thoſe Perſons were dead, that had 
been Zee at Parker's Conſecration, Then was 
the Time 10 invent ſuch a Story, for Then it 
might be hoped that none could contraditt it. 

| Now this is forgetting himſelf very ſoon : 
For, if thoſe who jaw the Biſhops go thi- 
ther at that Time, imagin'd it was the Time 
of the Conſecration, then I preſume they 
were not yet dead. And befides, if the Earl 
of Nottingham told a nameleſs Friend, That 
he was at Parker's Conſecration at Lambeth, 
and told this in the Year 1616, then ſure in 
1603, Holiwood, who printed the Nag's-head 
Account in that Year, might rather preſume 
ſeveral were ſtill living, who might confute 
him. For, ' Thirteen Years is a great diffe- 
rence in the Age of old Men: And what- 
ever he might think as to Perſons, who had 
been preſent, he could not preſume ſo pub- 
lick a Thing, as the Lambeth pretended Ac- 
eount, could be forgot, or at leaſt he muſt 
have known, That a Regiſter might prove 
it, unleſs he had been well aſſured, That 
no Regiſter could yet dare to confront the 

Nag's-head Account. ps aac; | 
119, *Bramhball, J know, pretends, That the 
ſeveral Years of the Nag's-head Story never 
being refuted, is no more a Proof that it was 
thought a hard Matter, than That no Cretan 
Author writ againſt the Cretan Bulls is a 
Proof that thoſe Fables were true. But tho 
5 N > — 4 * 5 ; e 
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he often returns with his Cretan Bulls, and 
ſeems much pleaſed with the Compariſon, it 
will do him no Service. For at length, in 
fine, the Nag's-head grew more formidable, 
and after Maſon's ten Years Labour, we have 
had many a Volume to attack it, and no 
one yet has ever been at a ſerious Refutation 
of the Cretan Bulls. He adds, (Ibid. Ch. 7.) 
That before Maſon, others proved the Suc- 
ceſſion of the Proteſtant Biſhops, which he 
ſays, is the ſame Thing in Effect with re- 
futing the Nag's-head. But, under favour, it 
is very different. Firſt, Becauſe the ancient 
Proteſtants, as appears by Jewel, Fulle, Whita- 
ker, &c. defended it upon the Principle, That 
perſonal Succeſſion from Biſhops was not ne- 
ceſſary; but That it ſufficed to have Ordina- 
tion from Prieſts, or even That a meer De- 
putation ſufficed. Secondly, Becauſe a general 
Pretence to Orders is a very different Thing 
from anſwering a particular Objection. Thirdly, 
It That general Pretence to Orders (ſuch a 
general one as did not require perſonal Suc- 
ceſſion) is the ſame, as refuting the Nag g- 
head Story, then the Catholicks general De- 
nial of their Orders, is, by the ſame Rule, 
the ſame Thing, as to affert the Nag head 
Ordination. Fea, There is this Diffe- 
rence, That Proteſtants maintain'd their Or- 
dination only by other general Principles 
(and moſtly ſuch Principles as are-now aban- 
don'd) and not by any other particular Ap- 
peal, in thoſe early Times, to Regiſters or pu 
lick Notoriety of the Lambeth Conſecration: 
Whereas their Ord ination was denied by Ca- 
molicks, not only on general Principles, but 

Bbc; in 
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in particular, becauſe . done without Cere. 
mony, without Solemnity, without Impoſition 
of Hands by true Biſhops, in a Corner, ina 
ridiculous Manner, Gs. „ 
120. But ſays Bramball again, what good 
could they expect from ſuch a ridiculous 
Conſecration? And pag. 40. He ſeems to think 
he has hemm'd us cloſe in with an unextri- 
cable Dilemma. Anſwer me, ſays he, did they mean 
to conceal it? Then.what good could it do them: 
Or did they mean to have it publiſh d'? Such an Or- 
dination would have been ſo far from helping them 
to a Biſhoprick, that it would rather ſubject them to 
a Deprivation and Premunire. I anſwer, there 
is a very large Gap in both Parts of this Dilemma, 
at which we can eaſily eſcape. They might de- 
ſign to conceal, as much as they could, the 


ſhameful Refuſal of other Catholick — 
fal, 


and eve Landaff's rejecting their Pr 
and the other odd Circumſtances and Con- 
ſequences of it: And tho' they might eaſil 
imagine it could not be entirely concealed, 
yet having perhaps the Queen's Supplentes 
(as our Adverſaries ſuppoſe afterwards, and 
we may imagine they preſumed -upon it be- 
fore Hand) and the whole Protection of the 
Government being on their fide, they were 
ſecure from the Pramunire; as we find aiter- 
wards the Parliament engaged in skreening 
them from all Defects, and from ſuch bold 
Speeches as People raiſed againſt their Ord: 
nation, from the Proceedings in it, contrary 
even to the very Ordinal, which was made for 


their Conſecration. And it is ſtrange, That 


Bramhall did not reflect, That the ſame Power 
which could fave them from the Præmunire of 
| 7 j | not 
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not complying with the firſt pretended Com- 
miſſion, might ſecure them from it, in the 
other Irregularities, upon which they were 
drove by their own ill Fate, and the Ne- 
ceſſity of their Circumſtances. A Neeceſlity 
which they tell us the Queen. was ſenſible 
of, and provided againſt, by a Supplentes — 
temports & rerum neceſſitate poſtulante. And 
it ſeems very likely, That having tried in 
vain to have other Catholick Biſhops ordain 
them; and time now preſſing, That they 
might be ready to officiate on the gth of 
Sptember, at the King of Frances folemn Ob- 
ſequies, they haſten'd to try their laſt Refuge 
in Landaff's Weakneſs; and being diſappoin- 
ted there too, they contente> themſelves with 
ſuch a Confecration as ahn well enough 
with their Presbyterian Principles, and ſup- 

rted by the Queen's Patents (which had 
large Froviſo c) they Judge ſufficient, and ac- 
ordingly aſſiſted preſently aſter, as actual Bi- 
ſhops, at thoſe ſolemn Obſe que. 
121. Bramhall urges farther, (pag. 24.) and 
he repeats it often, That here is nothing but 
one ſingle Witneſs nan d, and he a profeſs d Ene- 

„ who yet never teſtiſyd upon Oath, or be- 
ore a Notary —— He adds: The a hundred 
did teflify it from his Month, it it ſtill but a 
fngle Teſtimony, it is plain Pritile Prattle, and 
ought to be valued no more than the Shadow of 
an Aſs. I anſwer (omitting the Elegance of 
the Expreſſion) in the firſt Place, That how- 
ever, this Shadow has caſt ſuch a Darkneſs 
upon them, as in all Probability, will never 
be clear d: Even the ſingle Teſtimony of 
Neal, eſpecially ſince he ſupported it ſo well, 


- 
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as to convince many of the beſt and wiſeſt 
of Men, is of very great Moment. He was 
not that obſcure Man, which the Librarian too, 
is pleas'd to repreſent him, but a pious and 
learned Prieſt, Profeſſor of Hebrew at Oxford, 
commended tor his Merit, even by Proteſtants, 
3 in the Hiſtory of that CJniverſih. 

ut, Secondly, We have ſhew'd, That he is 
not a ſingle Witneſs; ſeveral others have 
been produced: Thirdly, It is very unaccoun- 


table, That Notaries ſhould: be expected to be 
call'd for, While it was hardly ſecure for Ca- 


tholicks to grieve in private, at this and other 
ſtrange Proceedings of thoſe Times. Fourth- 
ly, If the Librarian would needs join in the 
Proteſtant Cry, That the Nag' s- head Story is 
all Hearſay, he ought at leaſt to have had 


more Reſpect for thoſe vaſt Numbers of Ca- 


tholicks, and many of them ſo learned De- 
fenders, and ſo great Sufferers for their Faith, 
than to deſpiſe their Judgment or their Pro- 
bity in crediting ſlightly a Story of ſuch Con- 
ſequence. F. Le Quien's Words here, pag. 113. 


are excellent. © If Proteſtants deſpiſe their 


* Authority, the Church will reſpect it, and 
* never alter her Judgment of the £Evgl:þ 
Orders, till their Teſtimony is confronted 
« with fuch Proofs as can leave no reaſona- 
ble Doubt.” ' Fifthly, Infine, as nothing but 
the Regiſter can fully clear the Doubt, fo 
we have ſeen that it rather confirms it; and 
we have Reaſon to be glad, That the Libra. 
rian ok lately in the Memoirs of Litterature, 


and even in our publick News Papers, call'd | 


for new Helps from England. For, we have 
Reaſon to believe, That, as hitherto it has 


— happen 
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happen'd, ſo it will prove ſtill farther, That 
the Fact of Parker's Conſecration will grow 
more doubtful, the more it is ſiſted. Not 


that we wiſh; or think it our ſatereſ# to 


puzzle the Truth. No; I have ſhew'd in 
the Beginning of theſe Remarks, how great 
Reaſons we have to wiſh the contrary : 
And may Heaven pardon Thoſe, who either 
judge, or inſinuate, that we are guilty of 
ſo impious a Deſign ; but that miſtaken Peo- 
ple may be more fully awaken'd to ſeek the 
ieccuret Way - 11 {508 6. e 
122. I thought once, to have taken no par- 
ticular Notice of the very firſt Argument 
which Bramhall urges, becauſe he in the ſame 
Breath refutes it: But ſince it is almoſt the 
only Argument, That ſeems to affect direct- 
ly the Truth and Conſiſtency of the Nag's- 
head Relation, and fome may not readily 


perceive that he himfelf has anſwer'd it, let 


us hear him. He pretends the Catholick Wri- 
ters vary in their Account. Moſt ſay, Lory 
only perform'd the Work; others doubt whe- 
ther Barlow did not aſſiſt him, and doubt 
alſo of the Names and Perſons, who were 
preſent, or conſecrated. : Aſter he had call- 


ed theſe Variations by the Name of Con- 


traditions, he immediately obſerves, in ex- 
preſs Terms, That naming. a Place amiſs, 


or to name tuo Suffrazans | for one, are 


immaterial e remote from the Heart 


„/ the Cauſe, inſignificant Variations, that ra- 
ther prove the' Relations were not made by 


(Compact or Confederacy. Thus he obliging- 
ly ſhews, That the Nag's-head' Relation may 
be true, tho' ſome, only name R as the 

| erformer, 
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Performer, while others, doubt whether Barloy 
did not aſſiſt, nor are poſitive, how many of 
the new Biſhops were conſecrated at that Time. 
And where is the Contradiction in one Man's 


' Hyg, Kory did it, and another's ſaying, he 


does not know whether Barlow aſſiſted, 
and a third, That he cannot preciſely name 
all that were preſent ? If, indeed, they ' had 
all pretended to copy the Relation from a 

Regiſter, theſe Variations would appear con- 
_ fiderable, and incline one to fulpect the 
Pretence of a Record; But in relating a 
Paſſage by Tradition, they cannot affect the 
Subſtance. Whereas naming Richard for John 
is in any Court, enough to quaſh an Indid- 
ment, and reject a Writing or Commiſſion. 1 
cannot therefore ſee Why Bramball would put 
That for an Objection, which he firſt anfwers 
in our Caſe, and cannot anſwer in his own. 
And now, having conſider'd the Arguments 
pro and con, with Repard to the two oppoſite 

Accounts of Parker's Conſecration, we may 
fairly conclude, That the Lambeth Account is 
much the leſs probable of the two. The Mul- 
tiplicity of the Facts have made the Remarks 
upon this one Chapter of the Librarian ſo 
large, That I will not ſwell them farther by 


2 Recapitulation, hoping the diſtin Heads 


to which I have reduced them, will make it 
obvious to the Reader, to compare the Grounds 
of both ſides, and at the ſame Time to ob- 
ſerve how imperfectly (I will not ſay how 
unfairly) the Librarian has ſtated the Com- 
pariſon between them, while he has ſcarce 

taken any Notice of the leaſt Part * our 


( 207 ) 


Proofs againſt the Lambeth Account; or of 
our Anſwers to the Objections againſ That 
of the Nag head, or our Arguments for it. 
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CHAP. VI. 


Remarks upon F. Le Courayer's, Third, 
Fourth, and Fifth bs of Barlow*s 
Conſecration. 


123. Potion wa was 5 the Man to whom Parker, 
according to the Regiſter, was pre- 
ſented, as the principal Conſecrator: And as 
the Librarian, and moſt, even of his Prote- 
ſtant Friends, grant, That if the principal Con- 
ſecrator's Orders are themſelves doubtfull, the 
Validity of the Orders, he is pretended to 
give, muſt be alfo doubtfull. This makes it 
neceſſary indeed, to the Librarian's Deſign, to 
endeavour to clear Barlow s Conſecration: 
But why he ſhould be twice as large upon 
this Point, in this, and the two following 
Chapters, as in both the Lambeth and Nag's- 
bead Account in the firſt Chapter, is what 
one would not eaſily imagine. For it Bar- 
toy's Conſecration could demonſtratively 


proved, ſtill if the Acts of Farker's Conſecra- 


tion were doubtfull, all That Pains for Bar- 
loys, would be in Vain. But of all Rea- 


ſons one would leaſt imagine the Librarian 
would give this, That few Prople at at 5 
diſpute the Anthentichneſs of thoſe Acts. (pa e 

On the contrary, how is it —— e outd 
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be ignorant, That the Acts of Parker's Con. 
ſecration are more diſputed than ever; and 
the more Pieces of thoſc Acts are publiſh, 
the more they daily ſink deeper into new 
Suſpicions. And now we ſhall ſee, That the 
Librarian, by multiplying Pieces in Favour of 
Barlow's Conſecration, has not clear'd, but 
multiplied the Doubts, both of His, and of 


Parker's. 
5 8 Sx. 


None of the Librarian's Argi ment. in his Third 
Chapter, prove Barlow's. Gonſecration, and ſe ' 
veral of them, diſprove it. 1 


124. No one can ſuſpect Mr. Hephens, late 
of Cherrington in Glouceſterſhire, of Partiality 
in Favour of Catholicks. And, however 
whimſical he may be thought in other Re- 
ſpects, yet he has put the Doubt of Barlou's 
| Conſecration in a ſtrong Light. Thus ſpeaks 
q this Proteſtaut Miniſter in his great Queſtion, 
| pag. 4. It is a wonderfull Thing by what 
=: „Chance or Providence it happen'd, That 
l © Barlow's Conſecration, who was the prin- 
ll © cipal Actor in This, ſhould no where ap- 
.< pear, nor any poſitive Proof of it be found, 
| „ in more than fourſcore Years. ſince it was 
4 firſt queſiion'd, by all the Search that could 
| be made by ſo many learned, curious and 
.< induſtrious Perſons ; as Mr. Maſon employ'd 
< by the Arch-Biſhop, and all the Aſſiſtants 
„ he had in his Time, whoſe Book was 
4 printed in 1613. and again, with Additions, 
1625, and 1638. Biſhop Bramhall, and of 
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the Aſſiſtance he could procure in his Time. 
about the Year 1657; Dr. Burnet, incouraged 
by the Parliament 1679, and all the Helps 


and many Aſſiſtants he had; and the in- 


defatigable Mr. Wharton, who had corrected 


and Miſtakes in others before him; beſides 
many others, That ever he was conſecrated 
at all. It is true, Biſhop Godwim, Biſhop 
of Hereford ſays, That he was conſecrated 
Feb. 22. 1535. but ſays, neither where, nor 
by whom, nor produceth, or ſo much as 


refers to any Evidence or Proof of what 


he faith. And tho? Biſhop Bramhall would 


infer from thence, That it was in Wales, 


and the Biſhop of Hereford might know 
ſomething of it; yet both Mr. Maſon and 
Mr. Wharton agree and prove, That what 


he ſays cannot be true, (he has been 


found faulty in more Things than this; 
but this he would undoubtedly have 


clear'd, if he could.) Maſon and Bram 


hall take much Pains to prove it by Cir- 
cumſtances and Probabilities, fongs That all 
Things were done for him, and to him, and 
by him, that belong to a true and compleat 
Biſhop, except only, That of Conſecration; 


and from the Concatenation of our Engliſh 


Cuſtoms ; eſpecially from the Refiitution of 
his Temporalities, which they would have 
us believe is always after Conſecration: 
But whatever it ought to be, either by 
Law or Cuſtom, it was not then always ſo ob- 
ſerv'd, as before, that in the Caſe of Sokeſly, 
Biſhop of London, who had his Tempora- 


lities, July 14. 1 530 and was not conſe- 


«© crated 
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& crated till November 27. after, ( Wharton 
** de Epiſc. London. pag. 189.) and ſince, 
* twice in the Caſe of Bonner, who, elected 
* Biſhop of Hereford, had Reſtitution of his 


* Temporalities to his Proctor, while he him- 


5 {elf was yet beyond Sea; and afterwards elec- 
ted Biſhop of London, had his Temporalities 
* Nov. 18. 1539. and yet was not conſecrate 

till April.4. 1540. Nor is it more ſtrange, 
4 That of all the Acts neceſſary for that Pur- 
% pole the Conſecration ſhould be omitted, 
* and eſpecially at that Time when it was 
< ſet ſo light by, than That of all the Re- 
& cords and Entries of thoſe Acts, That only 
* of the Conſecration, if there had been any, 
* ſhould be wanting, when all the other As 
appear in their proper Courts, as Bram- 
3 bal tells us, pag. 482. He was elected 


4 Jan. 16. 1535-6. Biſhop of St. Aſaph, and 


e confirm'd the 23d, and about the ſame 
“ Time was in the Kin 's Service in Srot- 
& land; Legationem apud Scotiæ Regem, ab 
& Henrico Angliæ Rege miſſus, obiit, ſays 
« Marit and April 10 following, was elec- 
« ted Biſhop of St. David's, the Tranſlation 
< confirm'd by the Archbiſhop the 21ſt, and 
the Temporalities reſtored the 26th of the 
„ ſame Month: But the Record mentions 
nothing of any Conſecration preceding, 
© but his Election and Confirmation by the 
« Archbiſhop only: Ipſumg; fic eleftum Epiſ- 
% copum predifte Eccleſiæ Menevenſis prefect. 
© The ſhort Space between his Election to 
« St. Aſapl's, and Tranſlation to St. David's, 
« and his Abſence in Hotland, might well 
< prevent his Conſecration for that T = 
| © an 


“ and the Tranſlation, eſpecially if be con- 
© tinued any conſiderable Time in Scotland, 
* make his Conſecration when he came home, 


never queſtion'd or thought of, eſpecially 
having his Spiritualities by the Archbiſhop's- 


c 


«a 


Confirmation, and his Temporalities re- 
4 ſtored by the King: And it is like enough 
he might concur with the Archbiſhop in 
flight Thoughts of ſuch a Formality. Fot 
* whatever was his Learning, it ſeems, his 
« Virtue was ſo little, and the Offence That 
He and Mory had given by their Beha- 
. © viour, ſo great, That they were never ſo 


much as reſtor'd by Queen Elhabeth to 


** their former Sees, but put into meaner 
8 he Hiſtorian inf, n hi 
ones, as the Hiſtorian informs us in his 


& Abridgment, pag. 250. Nor would ſhe be 
« crown'd by either of them, tho' ſhe could 


“hardly get any other to do it.“ 4 


125. What Mr. Stephens here tells us, makes 
it evident, That after the moſt diligent and 


. induſtrious Search, No Regiſter or Record of 


Barlow's Conſecration can yet be found. More- 
over, it is certain, he had not Conſecration 
at any of thoſe Times, to which our Adver- 
ſaries aſſign it. Godwin ſays, he was con- 
ſecrated 22 Feb. 1535-6. But Wharton, an 
Author in great Eſteem for his Accuracy 
(Hiſt. de Epiſc. Aſſavenſibus, pag. 361.) poſi- 
tively affirms, fier: nequaquam potuit, he could 
not be conſecrated then, and proves too, be- 
cauſe Confirmation precedes Conſecration, 
ante diem 23 confirmatum non eſſe, conſtat. Strype 
r 8 Memorials, pag. 37-) puts Bar- 
os Conſecration on the 261 

But this is certainly falſe; and L- Courayer 
2 cCcC.onfeſſes 
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confeſſes it, (Ch. 3.) for he was not con- 
firmed or elected Biſhop till three or tour 
Months after. Williams, and Le Courayer, al- 
tho* they fix no Day, yet ſay, he muſt have 
been conſecrated within 20 Days after his 
Confirmation, Feb. 23. Henry VIII. having 
made it a Pramunzirc, to delay Conſecration 
longer. But Le Courayer's Engliſh Correſpon- 
dent, upon whom he ſets a high Value, and 
quotes in his Appendix, pag. 379. comes in 
here Evidence againſt him. His Words are, 
Tres quippe ſolummodo Epiſcopos obſervavi, qui 
his ducentis annis proxime elapſis, ad ſecumdas 
ſedes tranfierint, antequam ad priores conſecrati 
fuiſent; Horum primus eft Barlovius ile, de 
quo agitiur. Therefore on the 1oth and 21ſt 
of April, when Barlow was choſen and con- 
firm'd Biſhop of St. David's, his ſecond See, 
he was not yet conſecrated to St. 4/aph's, 


and conſequently not within Twenty Days 


after the 23d of February, when he was con- 
firm'd Biſhop of his firſt See. Another 
Proof of . not being conſecrated with- 
in Twenty, or twice Twenty Days after his 
Confirmation to St. A/aph, is his Abſence, at 
that Time, and Stay in-Scotland. For he was 
no more than Elect of St. Aſaph, when he 
was {ent thither: Doctor William Barlow, the 
King's Chaplam, and Eleft Brother of H. 
Aſaph, being join'd in Commiſſion with Thomas 
Holcroft t James King of Scotland labour'd, 
&c. lays my Lord Herbert, in the Life ot 
Henry VIII. pag. 395. And Wharton de Epiſc. 
Aſſavenſibus, pag. 360. ſays of him, Quo cir- 
ener tempore Epiſcopatum (Aſſavenſem) obt:- 
nuit, Legationem apud Scottie Regem, ab Hen— 
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rico Anglie Rege miſſus, obtinuit. And IL. 
Courayer's Engliſh Correſpondent (Appendix 
pag. 361.) tells us, Barlovius confirmatus fuit 
Epiſcopus Afſavenſis 23 Februari 1535; Abſens 
tum erat ab Urbe, in Regijs negolijs extra 
regnum occupatus. Hinc Confirmatio ejus per 
Procuratorem fata. Therefore, tis certain, 
That Barlow on the 23d of February, when 
he was confirm'd Biſhop of St. A/aph, was 
abſent in Scotland, and conſequently was not 
conſecrated Biſhop when he went thither. 
It ſeems alſo certain, That the King's Bu- 
ſineſs muſt have kept Barlow in Scotland two 
or three Months at leaſt. Henry VIIPs In- 
tention in this Embaſſy, according to the Ac- 
count my Lord Herbert gives of it, was to 
bring over to his Intereſt and Sentiments his 
Nephew, James King of Scotland, and to in- 
duce him to abrogate the Papal Juriſdictian in 
his Dominions. For, Henry expecting War from 
| ſeveral Hands, as the Pope had threatned, en- 
deavour'd by thoſe Means to draw his Ne- 
phew on his Har. Accordingly, Barlow and 
Lie e upon their Arrival in Sot!and, la- 
hour d to give James all Manner of Impreſ- 
fiens, which might bring him 10 Conformity : 
And when Words would not do, they pre- 
ſented him a Memorial, intreating bim to 
read over their Arguments, and conſider them. 
Notwithſtanding, James referrd them to his 
Clergy. Henry having Notice of this, appointed 
ſome learned Men to help his Ambaſſadors 
in their Conference with the Clergy; but 
They, together with the learned Men were re- 
jected. Thereupon another Expreſs was ſent 
to acquaint him with their bad Succeſs. - 
+49 He. 
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He immediately diſpatch'd the Lord William 
Howard, Brother to the Duke of Norfolk, 
Joining him in Commiſſion with Barlow, and 
ordering them to make James divers adtvan- 
tageous Propoſitions, and withal to draw him 
to an Interview. They preſs him to it. But 
James, being by no means inclined to meet 
his Uncle, 95 to Rome to procure, by a pri- 
vate Meſſenger, a Breve from the . iu- 
hibuing this Journey, ſo that to the Keceipt 
thereof he was forced to make other Excuſes, 
retending he denied not a meeting with Ang 
Henry, but only defired it might be in France, 
in the French King's Preſence, and not in the 
Engliſb Dominions, Theſe excuſes increaſing 
Henry's 7ealouſy of his Nephews Intentions, - 
he mad? ſome other Overtures, offering to create 
him Duke of York, and leave him Succeſſor 
in his Kingdom, in Caſe he conform'd to 
him for the reſt ; hut his Clergy being utterly. 
avers'd, diſwaded him. Nevertheleſs, in May 
following, 1536. Fames acquainted King Henry, 
That he intended to write to the Pope for 
Leave to reform ſome Abuſes. Henry was in 
ſome Manner ſatisfied with this, and gave a 
ſafe Conduct to the Meſſenger, hoping be 
would not be ſo ſoon dratun to. aſſiſt his Ene- 
mies. But James had other Deſigns, and Ha- 
wing no Diſpoſition to the Interview, ſet ſail for 
France, on the 26th of July 1536. This is 
my Lord Herbert's Account of this Affair, 
pag, 395. 396. The Scotch Hiſtorian, Author 
of the Lives of five Kings of Scotland, called 
James, ſpeaking of his King's Departure on 
the 26th of 75 775 309. ſays, Amidſi the 
Importunities and Solicuations of theſe Ambaf. 
2 © - fadors, 
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adors, th: King of Scotland ſet fail for 
— with frue Yes of War, «well —_ | 
and equipped. All this makes it pretty clear, 
That Barlow did not leave Scotland before 
the King's Departure on the 26th of July. 
However, it ſeems certain, That ſo many 
weighty Propoſals. he was to make at dit 
| ferent Times to the Scorch King, a Memorial 
to be drawn up and preſented to the King, 
Vith Time given him to conſider the Argu- 
ments; the King's great Averſneſs to the Pro- 
poſals, and the Excuſes and Delays he made 
in giving an Anſwer ; the great 1 
he met with all along from the Clergy; 
four or five (if not more) Expreſſes ſent from 
Kerlin to London, and as many ſent back 
with new Inſtructions; the Journey of the 
learned Men ſent to aſſiſt Barlow in his Con- 
ference with the Scotch Clergy, and of the Lord 
Milliam Howard join'd with him in Com- 
miſſion; in fine, the private 2 
Journey to Rome to procure a Breve from 
the Pope, and the young King's Excuſes, 
with which he amuſed the Ambaſſadors, in 
Expectation of an Anſwer : It ſeems, 1 ſay 
certain, That all theſe Things muſt have 
kept Barlow in Hotland for two or three 
Months at leaſt. Nor is it leſs certain, 
That he was not conſecrated Biſhop during 
his Stay in Scetlaud. For, ſuppoſing his King's 
Affairs of the higheſt Importance, and the in- 
ſuperable Difficulties he met with in them, 
could have allowed any Time to think of 
a Conſecration, which is not very likely; 
it is, at leaſt, highly improbable, That the 
zealous Catholick Biſhops of Scotland, who 
P4 oppoſed 


(66 
oppoſed him on all Occaſions, who look d 
upon him, and deteſted him as a Schiſmatick 
and Heretick, ſent to pervert their King, and 
draw him and his whole Realm from the 
Union of the Catholick Church, ſhould ever 
be brought to conſecrate him Biſhop. Since 
therefore Barlow, when he came into Hel- 


lana, was not yet conſecrated, and no more 


than a confirm'd Biſhop, ſtay'd in Scotland 
two or three Months at leaſt, and was not 
conſecrated during his Stay there; it mani- 


feſtly follows, he was not conſecrated within 


Twenty, or twice Twenty Days after his 
Confirmation. Out of what has been here 
ſaid, it is certain, That no Regiſter, or Re- 
cord of Barlow's Conſecration can yet be 


found, altho' all other Acts relating to him 


appear in their proper Courts. We have 
likewiſe fully prov'd, That he was not con- 


ſecrated at any of the Times our Adverſa- 
ries ſay he was conſecrated; nor before he 


went into Scotland, or during his Stay there; 
and ſeeing there is no mention of his being 
conſecrated afterwards, or after his. Return 
out of $:otland ; we have all Reaſon to con- 
clude he was never conſecrated. 

126. The Strength of theſe Arguments will 
much encreaſe by the following Remarks 
upon Le? Courayer's Defence. After he had 
cited Godwin for a Proof of Barlow's Con- 
ſecration, he adds, pag. 5o. not to inſiſt upon 
this Teſtimony of Godwin, I proceed to others 
leſs ſuſpectea and more certain. He ſhould 
hae fairly; id, That the Teſtimony of Goa. 
in is not önly ſuſpected, but clearly fal 


> . 
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as Wharton ſays and proves. Moreover, Cod. 
win ſays poſitively, that Barlow was conſe- 
crated Feb. 22. 1535, whereas the Commiſh- 
on (in the Appendix pag. 361.) is only dated 
that 22d of February. And I preſume he will 
not pretend the Conſecration was perform'd 
the very ſame Day, that the Commiſſion for 
it was iſſued out. And now, what are the 
more certain Teſtimonies ? All the World, ſays 
he, pag. 50. 2s ſufficiently appriſed of Mr. 
Wharton's Exa#tneſs in his Anglia Sacra. Let 
his Exactneſs be granted. Does Wharton here 
ſay any Thing of Barlou's Conſecration? Not 


a Word: he only ſays Codwin's Account of 


his Conſecration on the 22d of February can- 
not be true, _ ante diem 23. Confirma- 
tum non eſſe, conſtat. And this too (for all 


his Exactneſs) was very quick Work, to con- 


firm him the very Day after the Commiſſi- 
on for it was granted. The Author of the 
Faſi: Eccleſiæ Anglicans, who appears to have 
labour d with great Exactneſs among the moſt 
authentic Memoirs, as the Librarian is pleas'd 
to ſay (who is ſeldom pleasd to allow any 


Exactneſs to Catholicks in this Debate) is 


cited to the ſame little Purpoſe. For he allo, 
only ſpeaks of the Confirmation on the fame 
23d Riders by the ſame quick Work. - The 
Librarian grants indeed, That they both ſpeak 
only of the Confirmation: Yet, ſays he, his 
Conſecration could not be long delay'd, be- 
cauſe Henry the Eighth made it a Promu- 
wire to delay it above twenty Days. And 
what is this but at moſt a Preſumption, and 
a very weak one? For, how eaſily did _—_ 
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the Eighth break through all Laws, and diſ 


penſe with his Favourites? He diſpenſed twice 


with Bonner, who elected and confirm'd Bi. 
ſhop of Hereford, kept that Biſhoprick almoſt 
a Year without Conſecration; afterwards eled. 
ed and confirm'd Biſhop of London, was not 
conſecrated of ſome Months after. Thoſe 
| Diſpenſations were granted to Bonner, becauſe 
at that time he was employ'd in the King's 
Buſineſs beyond Sea; and there was the ſame 
Reaſon to diſpenſe with Barlow, who when 
he was confirm'd Biſhop of St. Aſaph, A. 
fens tum erat ab Urbe, in Regijs negotijs extra 
regnum occupatus, as the Librarian might 
have learn'd from his Engliſb Correſpondent 
_ Append. p. 361. Mr. Srype alſo (continues 
the Librarian) in the Life of Cranmer, with- 
out Heſuation places the Conſecration of Barlow 
in the Near 1535. But alaſs! Mr. Srype ol. 
ten runs without Heſitation into numberleſs 
Miſtakes. Even Mr. Williams (pag. 53.) tells 
us in a marginal Note, few Writers have 
committed more Miſtakes than Mr. —_ has 
donc; and he adds, have ocular Demon- 
ration that his very numerous 145 would 
make a competent Volume. A little Heſitation 
would have done him Good, but what Good 
can he now do to any Cauſe, eſpecially to 
This, in which the Librarian owns he is 
| miſtaken in placing Barlow's Conſecration on 
the 26th of September? To what Purpoſe then 
is he cited ? At of, 
127. To the Argument againſt Barlow's Conſe- 
tration, drawn from its not being found in 
Cranmer's Regiſter, L- Courayer anſwers pag. 
| | 51. 
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51. That it is no deciſive Proof, becauſe ſe- 
veral others, particularly Cardiner's, is not to 
be found in the Regiſters of Canterbury, and 
yet is no leſs certain for that Reaſon. | But 


| he ſhould have added, That it is neither 


found there, nor any where elſe, notwith- 
ſanding the utmoſt Diligence in — 
after it. He ſhould have given ſome Proof, 
That no unfair Methods have purloin'd Gar- 
diner's Conſecration Act, to colour the want 
of Barlou's. He ſhould have added, That 
Gardiner's was never queſtion'd, and that 
no concurrent Proofs give any Suſpicion that 
he was not conſecrated. - There is therefore 
a great Diſparity between them: But ſays he, 
pag. 52. There are poſitrve Fadts which ſupply 
the Silence of that Regiſter. The firſt he pro- 
duces, is the Premunire already mention'd. 
Can one help calling this a delufrive Way 
of arguing, firſt to promiſe us more evident 
Proofs than thoſe he had produc'd, and then 
to give us the very ſame again? However, 
ſet us add to what we juſt now reply'd, 
That conſidering Cranmer's Authority on one 
Hand, and his Notions of Ordination on the 
other, he might very eaſily skreen himſelf 
and others from the Premunire, by a preten- 
ded Ordination. But tho? this Præmunire is 
no new Proof, it gives a new Occaſion to 
ſhew very evidently, how little the Librari- 
ans Proofs can be valubd. 

128. Le Courayer pag. 54. grants, That the 
Argument from Barlow's being reſtor'd to 
his Temporalities is too weak to be inſiſted 
upon, becauſe our Kings have often 2 
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with the Uſage of not doing that, till after 
Conſecration. But why then did he inſert 
the Act of Reſtitution in his Records? Was 
it to make a Shew of a Multitude of Pieces, 
whether they were ſolid Proofs or no? But 
I am much more ſorry to be forc'd to ak 
another Queſtion; Who he means here by 
thoſe who are intereſted to confute the muſt 
folid Arguments? Whoever, and whatever he 
means by theſe Words, J am ſure at leaſt, 
there is no Need of being wickedly ſway'd by 
Intereſt, to ſee that the next Argument, which 
he draws from the Cuſtom of Biſhops not 
fitting in Parliament till after Conſecration, 
is far from being: ſo ſtrong as he ſeems to 
imagine, Vit is not, ſays he, demonſtrative, it 
2s at leaſt felid enough to form the ſtrongiſ 

Freſumption in favour of Barlow's Gel ation. 
There was no need of his multiplying Proofs, 
That Biſhops do not uſually take their Seats 

in Parliament till they are conſecrated. No 
Body doubts it; but We have diſprov'd, and 
- He has diſprov'd for us, all the Accounts 
that pretend Barlow was conſecrated within 
the twenty Days. The ſame Colluſion there. 
fore, the ſame Arts, the fame Favour and 
Diſpenſation, which ſecured Him and Crar- 
mer from the Pramunire, would equally make 
Barlow be allowed his Seat in Parliament. 
When once a Man has gone through the 
firſt Steps of a Biſhop, after a real, or a ſup 
poſed Conſecration, thoſe things which iollow 
of Courſe after ſuch firſt Steps, are no new 
Argument of his Conſecration. The fame 
Things which concealed the Defe& at fir þ 
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might keep it concealed afterwards, till it 
came to be farther queſtioned. I grant there- 
fore, That fuch conſequent Facts, as ſitting 
in Parliament, are a Preſumption of a Bi- 
ſhop's Conſecration, where there is no par 
ticular Reaſon to call it in Queſtion, becauſe 
it is preſum'd he has gone through the uſual 

ualifications: But, where theſe come to be 
doubted of, ſuch conſequent Facts, are no 
longer a ſolid Proof. Thus, the Poſſeſſion of 
an Eſtate forms a Preſumption of a Title:? 
But when a Flaw is found in the Title, the - 
Poſſeſſion he had, and his acting as Owner 
of the Eſtate, is no longer a Proof of his 
Title. This 1s Barlow's Caſe: He is pretend- 
ed to have a Title to Orders, from a. Con- 
ſecration given him within twenty Days of 
the 23d of February 1535. Upon Examina- 
tion, this is found to be falſe. Conſequently 
the Sequels of that firſt Sham, are no longer 
any ſufficient Proof of his Orders. Gan- 
mer's Authority might give him favourable 
Teſtimonials; the Principles of Both, made 
them very heedleſs of true Ordination; Bar- 
low's Abſence, and his private Conſecration, 
which his Friends are forc'd to ſuppole, gave 
large Opportunities of being a Biſhop, the 
Lord knows how. And this ſame Reply 
will hold to the Librarian's Argument from 
Barlow's fitting in Synods and Convocations,, - 
as Biſhop; and to that which pag. 57. he 
calls, ſomething ſtronger. Juſt before we had 
the /trougeſt, now ſomething. fironger : What 
is it? Why, there is a Mandate to Barlow. 
tor conſecrating Buckley. Since then, fays he, 
5 ge Henry 
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Henry the Eighth would have the ol 
Way of ordaining obſerv'd, Would he have 
fuffer'd an unconſecrated Biſhop to have con- 
| ſecrated another? Now, this which is callq 
fronger than the ſtrongeſt, is but juſt the 
very ſame Preſumption as the former, and 
no new Proof. It Henry the Eighth was 
deceived by Cranmer, who often deceived 
him, it is no Wonder he ſuppoſed Ban lu 
was ordained, and employ'd him as ſuch, 
Or if you ſuppoſe he knew the Heretical Opi- 


nions of them both in Regard of Ordination, 


and ſupported them from being proſecuted. 
you muſt equally allow he skreen'd them from 
being proſecuted upon any Suſpicions of Bas 
tow's wanting Ordination, and Cranmer's be- 
ing privy to the Sham. To ſhew, That we 
do not make an Arbitrary Eſtimate of Can. 
mers Power with That unhappy Prince (par- 


ticular ughappy in ſuch a Favorite) it wall 


not be improper to obſerve, That Mr. Collier, 
pag. 168. tells us, That when Cranmer boldly 
oppoſed the fix Articles, An. 1539. in Parlia- 
ment, . notwithſtanding this Freedom, he did not 
lofe the King's Favour That the King to re- 
heve Cranmer under the Mortification of the 
Act by which the fix Articles paſs'd, ſent 
for him, gave him Aſſurance of his Favour, 
ſent alſo the Dukes of Norfolk and Suffolk, 
and Lord Cromwel to him, who according to 
the King's Inſtructions, aſſured him of his Fa- 
vour. Mr. Collier adds, That Cromwel then 
added, That Cranmer was particularly happy 


in the King's good Opinion: For let the lu- 


]ormation have never ſo ſtrong Colours, * 15 
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threw it off without farther Notuce, at firſt 
hearing. The Author of Autiqg. Britanniæ 12 
this ſame Account. 

129. There needs no farther Anſwer, than 
what has been already ſaid, to the Libra- 
rian's Queſtion, pag. 58. Why was not Bar- 
low conſecrated in Queen Elizabeth's Time by 
Parker, But, That he was conſecrated before? 
The ſame Reaſons, which had made him paſs 
for a Biſhop before, might make him paſs 
for ſuch, Then alſo. Not only his being a 
real one, but his being a ſuppoſed - Biſhop, 
was Reaſon enough not to conſecrate him at 
that Time, eſpecially, ſince Then, a ſmall mat- 
ter was enough to make a Biſhop. Let us 
then paſs to the next Argument, which the 
Librarian calls (pas. 59.) a freſh Proof, viz. 
That in Queen Mary's Reign, 1t Barlow had 
not been conſecrated, his See would have 
been declared Vacant, ob nullitatem conſecra- 
inis ejus, as is faid of Taylor, Biſhop of 
Lincoln ; whereas in ſeveral Records it is 
taid; Vacant, per liberam & ſpontaneam reſigna- 
tionem D. W. Barlow, ultim Epiſcopi & Pa- 
ſtorts ejuſdem. Now this, ſays he, has never 
been the Style given to any but conſecrated 
Biſhops. And (pag. o.) having added from 
the Canterbury Regiſter, That he was ob- 
lig d to make the Reſignation, upon Account 
ot his being married, he concludes; this 
Argument may be lookd upon as a Demon- 


fration. For fince a Vacancy by Reſignation ſup- 


poſes the reſigning Biſhop conſecrated, and the 
Depoſition is affienea to his Marriage, it evi- 
deni) follows, That theſe Records, which prove 
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Barlow”s, Reſignation, do evidently. prove his Col. 
ſecration. J am ſuſpicious of Men, who (ex. 
cept in Mathematicks) are free, in calling their 
Arguments Demonſtrations. He may indeed 
be the rather allowed to talk of Evidence, 
becauſe unleſs he can Demonſtrate away our 
Doubts of the Engliſh Orders, he does No- 
thing. But let us examine this Demonſira- 
tion, ſo call'd. It is reduced to this: AV 
 cancy by Reſignation ſuppoſes the reſigning Bi. 
ſhop conſecrated. Alas! this is a fad Fall 
from a Demonſiration to a Suppoſition. I grant 
him a ſuppoſed Biſhop. As ſuch, he re 
hen'd. His Gs is Regiſter'd. All 
this is Nothing of a freſh Proof of his Con. 
ſecration. The Records of his Reſignation, 
of which a needleſs Stir 1s made, leave the 
Point of his Conſecration juſt where it was. 
For a | Vacancy may happen upon many Ac- 
counts, and when a Record mentions but 
one Reaſon, 1t cannot be inferr'd from thence, 
That there might not have been others alledg'd, 
In Barlow's Caſe it is certain, his See might 
have been declar'd void for his Hereſies and 
other Crimes. And becauſe the Record of 
his Reſignation does not mention it, can this 
be calld a Demonſtration, That he was not 
look'd upon to be a Heretick? This is a 
ſtrange Way of demonftrating. It would 
as well demonſtrate away all other Crimes, 
but thoſe which were ſpecify'd in the Sen- 

tence of ſuch as end at Tyburn. As then 


| the Records declarin g Barlow's See vacant, 


Upon Account of his being married, and his 


notorious Hereſies, ſhew, That he might be 
| | depri ved; 


_—.- - ns 23 
fleprived, tho* other Records mention only; 
That he reigned ; and as theſe neither prove 
he. was not marryed, nor a Heretick, ſo 
they do not prove that his Conſecration was 
allow'd : And whether his Want of Conſe- 
cration was then ſufficiently known; or not, 


ſtill it is clear that their Silence of his Con- 


ſecration is no Demonſtration that he was 
conſecrated.. The Librarian too grants, That 
the Mandate to confirm his Succeſſor Bourne 


ſays, the See was vacant by the Deprivation 


and Removal of Barlow. As therefore the 
Records, which only mention his Refignation 
do not prove he was not depriv'd, fo they 
do not prove he was conſecrated. * Nor does 


it follow, as he pretends; That he Semence 


of Deprivation would have been omitted as 
unneceſſary, if it had not been known, That he 


as conſecrated. For, as his Deprivation was 


thought neceſſary, notwithſtanding his Reſig- 


nation, ſo it gat be judged neceſſary, al- 


tho his Want of ( 


nſecration had been known, 
upon Account of his former Nomination; 
Confirmation, and Poſſeſſion. Shall 1 add 
here, That Burnet by one of 'his number- 
leſs Miſtakes or Contrivances, would have it, 
That Barlow was never married? One 
knows not how to think he could be igno- 
rant of ſo particular a Thing related by 
Fuller, as Barlos having five Daughters 
married to five Biſhops. His Wife's Epitaph 
is remarkable, and I temember this laſt Part 


of it. 
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The Anfewers be gives, in bis fourth and fi 
| Chapter, to the Arguments n againſt Barlow) ; 
Conſecration, rather confirm than diminiſh the 


Doubt. 


130. He begins this Chapter with repeating 
the pretended Proofs of the former, whic 
have been ſufficiently reſuted, and yet will 
be ſtill farther refuted, _ But moſt certainly 
there is not any need at all to refute him, 
when he here ſuggeſts, That we deny Bar- 
low's, as. we do Farker's Conſecration, mere 
from the Intereſt we have, they ſhould be, falſe. 
Such Expreſſions are extremely inconſiderate 
or extremely unchriſtian. As to the Argu- 
ment ſome take from a Mandate of Queen 
Elizabeth, which orders Barlow to be conſe 
crated, he Anſwers; Fut, That the Word 
Conſecrare is often uſed in, Mandates for con- 
firming the Tranſlation of; Biſhops, who were 
certainly conſecrated before. Secondly, In 
That Mandate the Word Conſecrare is not in the 
Original, but added, by Want of Exactneſe 
in Kymer. We need not be concern'd to re- 
ply to his Proofs of theſe two Points, ſince 
neither the Nature of theſe Remarks require 
a Reply to every Particular, nor can it be 
ſuppoſed we muſt needs maintain all the 
Arguments, which ever any one has thought 
to have ſome Force. No Intereſi can oblige 
us to This! And it were very ſtrange, if in 
| ; 2 


ont 


LS *% & _ 8 We 


Dp CD ED CD © W- vu 


> 


D 8 


with theſe Words again, waeante ied 


5 ferrd from a See, to which he Nas conſecrated, 


Cap.) 
a Diſpute of any: length, no K Arguments Were 
uſed, Which may be inſufficient. The ſame 


I might ſay of the, Anſwers, he gives! tothe 


Record; Which calls Barbe only Eleft of 
K. Aſaph when he Was now - Bale of St. 
David's ; from wheaee it ſeems; to follow, 
That he was not then conſecrated: But not 


to omit ſome important Remärks upon what 


the 4 he Nys upon This, and ſome other 
Heads relating #0 Bar bw's Cenſeskation, and 
to 5 That! Te has en en Ob his 
Cauſe, 1 ill ade fene then Obſerya- 


tions. 52 
131. In Kr e 14 Mgu570: 8 


an Act of Henry VIII. to hence the Election 


of one in Barlew's. Room to dhe Biſhoprick 
of St. Afaph, which is there. {aid to be va- 


cant per liberam trauſmutationtm Willielmi 


Barlow ultimi | Epiſcepi ibidem adlecti - Fefe 
Rege apud Weſtmonaſtertum. A i 2 RY Dig Maij 
1536. per Breve de provaio Sg 

to  conſecrate 1 . Biſhop Mp 7 475 


"i 


i Aſſavenſi per. liberam tranſmutationen 


lielmi Barlow: ultimi Epiſcopi :tbident Electi 


24 Die Junij. But, if Gurios bad d 

ſecrated Biſnop of St. Hſaph before! 

ſlation, theſe Adds wou! not have call'd him 

El: cou abſolutely Biſbop, it being without 
Example in the like Acts, That a Riibop trans- 


is ever calld Elec, in Reſpect of That Sec. 
He is calbd Het, tho already” conſecrated, 
in Reſpect of | that See to Which de is trans- 
ſerr d, but neyer in Reſpect ofithe other, if 

Q 2 * 
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1 
already conſecrated to it. The Example which 
Le Courayer 3 is of Juxon, Who was 
elected to fucceed Godwin in the See of He- 
reford; and before he was conſecrated or 
enſtalled, was tranſlated to London, and conſe- 
.crated in his new Biſnoprick. Nevertheleſs, 
four Months after his Conſecration, is ſtil'd 
Biſhop Bet in the Act for conſecrating his 
Succeſſor Auſtin Lyndſell in the See of He- 
re ford. But it is a Wonder, That Le Cou- 
rayer did not perceive this Example makes 
againſt him. For, in that Act, Godin con- 
ſecrated Biſhop of Hereford, is ſtiled Biſhop 
abſolutely, and without Reſtriction ; and 
Juxon, who never was conſecrated Biſhop of 
Hereford, is only call'd Ele# of that Place. 
It is true, Juxon was conſecrated when Lyna- 
ſell was made Biſhop of Hereford ; but the 
Act ſpeaks of him as he was, when Biſhop 
of hore ord; and Then he was not confe- 
crated, and never was more than Ele& of 
Hereford: And for the ſame Reaſon Barlow 
is call'd only Elect of St. Aſaph, becauſe no 
more than Elect of that See, when he was 
| tranſlated thence; A Biſhop. may be called 
Elect with Reſpect to a See in which he was 
never enſtalled: And this is all that Champ- 
ney and Ward (cited by Le Courayer) affirm. 
But at is unheard of, That a Biſhop is:calld 
Elef in Reſpect of the See from which he is 
tranſlated; if already conſecrated to That very 
Biſhoprick. In Acts of Inveſtiture or Reſti- 
- tution of Temporalities, a Biſhop, tho' al- 
ready conſecrated, may be ftiled Electus or 
Con firmatus in Reſpect of the Biſhoprick he is 
Rc... 7 | going 


0 2290 
going to be put in Poſſeſſion of. Nor, do we. 


| 5 — the Examples of this Kind, alledged 
by Le Courayer: But he grants no Act of 


this Kind can be. produced, in Which a Bi- 


ſhop, when tranſlated, is ſtyled Eleft, if he 
was conſecrated to that Biſhoprick; before: 
And this is Barlow's Caſe. This therefore, 
confirms the Proofs brought, That he Was not 
conſecrated to St. Aſaph's. 

132. Upon Occaſion of Le n 8 urg 
ing, That Barlow was ſummon d to Parlia - 
ment as Biſhop, it is very obſervable, That 
Le Courayer has uſed a little Legerdemain, in 
propoſing that Argument. For, in the Sum- 


mons in Rymer (Tom. 14. pag. 563. and 737.) 


from whence Le Courayer pretends to take 
them, the firſt Letter of the Biſhop's Name 

is put before the Wow Aries, and, 
Ppieopes, W eie 


FY 


rebiep. Ke 17 


15. E. A 
oY E. Archie Eber F E. Epiſcope Longs. 5 
8 Epiſcopo Lond. 2 and after 2 dozen others. 
+ and after a dozen cher, 38 IT. Meneven. 
2 de 1 EX. 3 ang 5 


But 2 Courayer, in reciting theſe Ads, leaves 
out the firſt Letters of the Biſhops Names. 
And why ? His deſign was to ſhew, That. 
in thoſe Acts dated April 27. 1536. and No- 

vember 23. 1 541. Barlow was ſummon'd as 
Menevenſis Epi i/copus, and therefore was then 
a conſecrated Biſhop. But he ſaw very. well, 


T hat the I. did not ſignify William, Which 
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( 
was Barlou's Name; but to mean Him, it 
ſhould have been Y. E i. Menruen. as in 
the ſecond 3 it is N. Norwir. It feems 
therefore," Tha to adjuſt Matters, he thought 
— to ſupp app the fatal r That the 

t: might Hot as like wiſe fu 
prov e 2 — of the other Names 
| + this act and quart Dealing? But how- 
ever, I add, That alth6* this indirect Way 
of Proceedipg 18 wy no Means warrantable, 
yet 1 do not deny, That Barlow was then 
titular Biſhop” of St. David's. Vet we have 


already Ten, That it does not follow from 
his fittir "ig. Parliament, That he was 
conſecrat Eſpecially, ſince he might 
Have His Ten Pera Þefore Confecration, 


as appears Ade Caſe of Voleſiy and Bon- 
ner (N. 144.) And it is by their Tempora- 
lities that they have Seats in Parliament; 
ſince alſo it's very ſtrange, That Henry VIIL 
be thought to ſcruple e With 
24 Faydbufite. 9 at, ſeconded by 
Cranmer in the Sham) at [hor et him have à 
Seat in Parliament, While That King himſelf 
aſſumed the Power of giving Commilſſibns 
to conſecrated Biſhops to govern their Dio- 
ceſſes as FM Vicars. Can ſuch a Prince be 
thous ht Follicitous about Ordination? 
We 1 4110 Tee, That Ring Eaward VI. 
was Mill les concern'd. For Thy As to Queen 
Mary's Days, it was not her Deſign to que- 
elde fis Oiecration; tho! never ſo doubtful; 
but to deprive, of his Biſhoprick, a Man fo 
very under ort "of that ſacred Dignity; This 


the Might do a au * Ter his 
acri- 


E 
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facrilegious and notorious Marriage. He faw 


This could not be denied, and That it was 
his beſt Way to ſubmit by refigning. If he 
had been proceeded againſt as no true Biſhop, 
he might have pretended, That his Conſe- 
cration was performed Eighteen Years before; 
and naming for his Conſecrators Perſons dead 
long fince, it might have been a long Buſi- 
neſs to convict him of Forgery. The Queen 
therefore, tho ſhe had very good Reaſons to 
judge him no true Biſhop, yet did wiſely to 
wave that Queſtion, While ne lawfully and 
effectually deprived him for a Crime that 
could bear no Diſpute. We may add, That, 
as Mr. Collier relates, Barlow retrafted his 
Hereſies, reprinted a Book be had formerly 
writ againſt the new Herefies, made a bitter 
Preface to it, pretended a thorough Conver- 
ſion: He afterwards relapſed, or rather, as 
Mr. Collier owns, acted a vile Part againſt 
Conſcience in the whole Pretence: However, 
This might very well incline the Queen to 
wave, for the preſent, at leaſt, the Proceeding 
againſt him as no Biſhop; eſpecially, ſince 
as Mr. Collier adds, the avoided as much as 
| the could, proceeding againſt the Biſhops 
upon fuch Indictments, as would require any 
long and noiſy Proſecutions at Law, . 
133; As to the Examples which Le Cun. 
rayer brings ta ſhew, That the Word Conſe- 
are is often uſed in Commiſſions for the 
Tranſlation of Biſhops already conſecrated, 
and often omitted in 1 tica for new Bi- 
ſhops never conſecrated, it can ſcarce be ex ed 
we ſhould credit all thoſe Particulars, upon 
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his bare Word, and his Proteſtant Agents. 1 


But, however That may be, it is certain, 
That Queen Elrabeth's ſtyling Barlow nuper 
Epiſcopum Bathon, in her Commiſſion for the 
See of Chicheſter, is a very weak Proof, that 
he was conſecrated before. When no Ca: 
tholick Biſhop could be had to conſecrate 
Parker, ſhe was forced to uſe Barlow, who 
bearing the Title of Biſhop might be thought 


ſufficiently qualified, eſpecially furniſhed with 
a ſaving Spplentes, and being ready to do it 
by his Presbyterian Principles, That Epiſco- 
pacy was no more than a Solemnity of In- 
veſtiture to the Office delegated by the Commiſ- 
ſion. As to Barlow's being named to con- 


ſecrate Bulkl:y, and his being in ſeveral Con- 


vocations, our Adverſaries cannot reaſonably 


expect ye ſhould grant all thoſe Facts upon 
their bare Word, whilſt they claſh among 
themſelves. Le Corrayer ſays, Barlow was 


preſent in the Convocation of eighteen Bi- 


ſhops, and ſubſcribed before Robert Warton 


Biſhop of St. Aſaph, and cites Collier for it. 


His Proteſtant Correſpondent ſays, Auno 1 536. 
Synod provmeiali interfuit, & articulis Religio- 
nis in illo concilio editis, ultimus Eprſcoporum 
tanguam, Epiſcopus Menevenſis ſubſcripſit, and 
cites Burnet for the Aſſertion. Le Courayer 
again ſays, Barlow ſubſcribed” in the Synods 
of 1537. 1540. 1552. in lity of Biſhop 

of St. David's and Bath. But his Correſpon- 
dent fays, he was preſent, only as Biſhop 
of St. David's, In his omnibus (Synodis) cum 
reliquis Epiſcopis tanquam Epiſcopus egit; neq; 
alio quam Epiſcopi Menevenſis nomine per- 
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petud indigitatur. This Diſagreeing among 
themſelves ſhews, they had no good Grounds 
for what they ſay. This appears more ma- 
nifeſt out of the Act of Bulkleys Conſecra- 
tion. The Name of the firſt Conſęcrator is 
expreſs d, Joannes Sarum, and of the Third 
Joannes Clouceſtrenſis; but the ſecond is only 
call'd Menevenſis, without any Name. This 
ves Reaſon to ſuſpect, That this Menzven- 
is had a Name, which did not belong to 
Barlow, and that they thought fit to ſuppreſs 
it, as they did before, in two Acts of Hen. 
75 1 + 7 8 * 
l 134. The ſtrange Uncertainty of Barlow's 
Conſecration will appear farther, by examin- 
ing what the Librarian ſays, pag. 77. to the 
Colluſion between Cranmer and Barlow in 
making him paſs for a Biſhop without Conſe-. 
cration. He grants this Conjecture has all the 
Nirength a Conjecturèe can have, but, ſays he, 
when all 1s done it 1s a Conjetture urged a- 
gainſt Fats, Now it is fo far from being 
alledged againſt Fats, That, Firſt, There is 
10 Fact that proves he was ever conſecrated, 
Keonaly, None of the Facts alledged for it, 
prove any more, than that he was a ſup 

poſed Biſhop. Thirdly, We have clearly 
thewn, N. 125. out of their own Authors, 
That he was not conſecrated at any Time in 
February: That forty or fifty Days after, (April. 
10.21.) he was transferr'd unconſecrated to the 
See of St. David s; was all that Time, and 
longer in Scotland, and, at laſt, return'd thence . 
without Conſecration. What is ſaid of his be- 
ng conſecrated Ruri, in the Country, is a 
Fr 


(240 


meer Fiction without any Grounds. Fourth, 


We deny it upon Fact, une as ſuch b 
our Adverſaries, They pretend he was name: 
in a Commiſſion for conſecrating Parker, 
after Kitchin ; whereas if he was conſecrated, he 
ſhould have had the Precedence, as having been 
Biſhop four Years before Kitchin, according 
to their Account. Frfihlv,” We deny it upon 
Fas which prove, That Harding, ander, 
Stapleton, &c.. did not look upon him as true 
Biſhop. For ſince they deny'd Parker's Or. 
ders, not only upon other Accounts, but ex. 
preſſy upon this, That 10 true Biſbops or. 


dam d him, they muſt either have denied 


Barlos Conſecration, or Parker's Regiſter, or 
both; chuſe which you eaſe Shew me ſuch 
Fa#: as thefe againſt Gardiner's Conſecration, 
and 1 will grant, That the Want of a Re- 
cord of it, is a good Argumers againft it, 


tho”. it could be proved, That he fate in a 


hundred Parliaments and Synods as Biſhop. 
Not that the Want of a Record is alone ſul. 
ficient, but That, in Conjunction with ſuch 
other Fas, it may juſtly be alledged as a 


* 
7 20 


135. But, ſays. Le Courayer. pag, 78. J do 
fad that this Omiſſion of the Conſecration is 
Foffible. Very ſtrange! That which has all 
th: Strength a Conjetture can have, muſi cer: 
tainly be poſſible at leaſt, But why is this 
impoſſible? Becguſe, ſays he, Ceremonies of this 
Find are. never perform d in a clandeſtine man. 
ner. He miſtakes. We rather think no Ce- 
remonies at all Were perform d. Both Car. 
mer, and Barlow, hated religious e 


S 


* 5 hai 
The neglect of them in this Caſe they con- 
ceard- = pretended Teſtimonials. By theſe 
he might paſs ſo currently for a Biſhop, That 
thoſe who accuſed, him of Hereſies, particu- 
larly concerning Ordination, An. 1537. mi 
not know that he had eluded it himſelf. 
When therefore, pag. 60. he calls it a maſterly 
Proof of Barlow's Conſecration, That he was 
not then keproach'd with the Want of. it 
This again is Nothing of à new Proof. 
By the ſame Colluſion it is eaſy to account 
for Gardiner's calling him, Byhop and Bro- 
Gardiner is to the Duke of Somer/et, the 


great Defender. of Innovators, No Wonder 


then, that Gardiner did not mention. a Thing 
that would require a long Diſcuſſion, to an 
improper Perſon, and at an unſeaſonable 
Time. And if you ſuppoſe Gardiner too, 
was not acquainted with the Want of Con- 
ſecration of Farlou, where 1s the Wonder he 
calbd him Biſhop ? And indeed both he and 
Cranmer, "hating and fearing Gardiner particu- 
larly, would alſo be very careful to conceal 
their Cheats from his Knowledge. In fine, 
when the Librarian asks, would ſuch a Man 
as Barlow omit Confecration, which was re- 
mniifite to grve him a Rank in the Church, tho 
he did not think it free from Superſtition ? 
The Queſtion goes upon two wrong Suppo- 
tions. For, Fir/?, In Caſe: of his Colluſion 
with Cranmer, it was not requiſite to give 
him that Rank: And, Seconaly, We do not 
in the leaſt imagine, That either of them 
omitted it out of Tenderneſs of CORY 
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but chat they indulged their Presbyterian Hu. 


mour, where they could with Safety. 


oY 36. As to his Fifth Chapter, it will be 


ſoon diſpatch'd. Mr. Renaudot had urged, 
That when Bonner threatned Landaff with 
Excommunication if he ated in the Conſe. 
cration of Parker, he would have ſent the 
fame Meflage to Barlow, if he had thought 
him a true Biſhop. To this the Librarian 
fays in general, That the Nag's-head' Story 
is falſe, and conſequently this Threat. But 


. he adds Nothing that has not been ſuffici- 


ently anſwer'd. He adds, indeed, That the 
particular Fact of that Threat has no appear- 
ance of Truth: Firſt, Becauſe Landaſ looked 
upon Bonner as depoſed, and conſequently 
as having no Juriſdiction :- Scondly, That 
there were many Churches at London in which 
he had no Juriſdiftion, and had no Right 
to hinder the lai of an Office in a 
Church not ſubject to him, tho' he had not 
been depoſed. Can any Thing be more 
weak ? For as to the firſt, he owns with 
Godwin, cited pag. 85. That Landaff not- 
withſtanding his Crime of taking the Oath 
of Supremacy (which by the bye, the Libra- 
rian never calls a Crime) remain'd Pontificic 
Doctrinæ addictiſmus He owns, pag. 87. That 
he was reconciled to the Church of Rome, in 
Queen Mary's Reign, from which he never 
afterwards 7 He owns, pag. 86. That 
be obſerved all the Catholick Biſhops refuſed io 
have any Thing to do in that Affair, That bh: 
was at the Bottom a Catholick, and expected 
daily a new Turn would happen for Cal 
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CS 
lick Religion. How is it poſſible then, that 
he would think Landaff, in theſe Diſpofitions, 
ſnould either believe Bonner Was lawfully 
depoſed, or not fear a perſonal Excommuni- 
cation in a Matter ſo highly Sacrilegious ? 
At length ſenſible of this, he adds, pag. 87. 
in plain Contradiction to what he had been 
ſaying, © That whether we ſuppoſe Bonner 
« acted in the Name of the Pope, or as 
« Biſhop of London, there may be Room to 
« believe, That Landaf}, who had not openly 
« again turn'd Schiſmatick, might ſubmit to 
« the Menaces, which were made againſt 
« him, becauſe of the Regard he had to Eccle- 
« ſiaſtical Cenſures.“ As to the ſecond, we 
have ſeen, That they deſpair'd to get Lan- 
daf to Church. 48 


$ 3. 


Il i very uncertain, whether Scory, Coverdale, 
or Hodgskins were true Biſhops. 


137. Le Courayer ſcarce takes the leaſt No- 
tice, That there is a very great Uncertainty 
of the Conſecration of theſe three other pre- 
tended Conſecrators of Parker. He ſeems, I 
fear, to have been unwilling the World 
ſhould fairly ſee how this Cauſe ſtands. The 
World certainly never ſaw ſuch another, 
wherein the Time, Place, Matter, Form, 
Perſons, Circumſtances are many of them 
in a manner evidently falſe, and all of them 
moſt eyidently doubtful. The following Lines 
of Mr. Stephens, pag. 6. are here too n 

| able 


= Cans) 
able to regret the Trouble of citing them x 
large: ©. Before we proceed fatther, ſays he 
4 it may be obſerved. what a lame Cauſe 
© this of the Conſecration of Parker is in al 
* reſpets —— He to whom Parker is pre 
©& ſented to be conſecrated, never conſecrated 
« himfelf, that can be proved, and moſt 
* likely never was. Again, when theſe great 
% Champions, Maſon and Bramball after al 
ce their Struggle, cannot make that Point out; 
© they fly to another Refuge, and tell us, 
© That there were three Conſecrators beſides 
« him, and That that is the Canonical Number, 
© But here we find another not rightly name 
& in the Original Record: So that here is 
& another Doubt; and if this hold, they fail 
* of their Canonical Number, even accord. 
« ing to their own Account: But be that 
© as it may; if three be the Canonical 
«& Number for others, it is certain it is not 
< the legal Number for an Archbiſhop, when 
© an Archbiſhop is not one, as is plain in 
ic the Statute, 25 Henry VIII. c. 20. fo that 
« they do 2 in that; and Parker 
ce therefore could be no legal Archbiſhop.” 
Thus far Mr. Stephens. And we mult add, 
That he could be no valid Biſhop, neither, 
if he who pronounced the Form was not him: 
ſelf conſecrated. It ſeems to have been for 
this Reaſon, That the pretended Act of Far 
 ker's Conſecration makes them all four pro- 
nounce the Form, That if Farlou's Ordina- 
tion ſhould be conteſted, they might have a 
Refuge to the others. But as this Caution ma- 
niſeſtly appears to be a contrived Thing to 
| 83 aniwe 


ſecrators ſhould 


does the Life of Parker: 


are pleas'd to 1 


5 Lent. _ 

Mſwver that Objection, fo it is another Proof 
of Forgery in that Act. For the Act fays, 
the new Ordinal was uſed. Now the new 
Ordinal does not preſeribe, That all the Con- 
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4 the Form, but 
only the principal Conſecrato . 
138. Nor yet will this Contrivance of mak- 
ing all of them 1. the Form, clear 
the Matter, ſince the Ordinations of the other 
three are alſo under great Doubts. For, to 
begin with Hodgskins. Firſt, He is an ob- 
ſcure, unknown, unheard of Man as to any 
Thing but his meer Namè in theſe pretended 
Regiſters. We find him often at Work in 
Parker's Regiſter in the Conſecration of ſeve- 
ral; Which makes it ſtrange, That for the 
many Jobs he is employ in, even in con- 
ſecrating the firſt new Biſhops, he ſhould 
neither be promoted by. the Queen, nor, as 
far as J can find, be ever taken Notice of in 
any other Occaſion by any Author. Secondly, 
When I faid we know Nothing of him but 
his Name, 1 ſhould have ſaid, we don't 
even know That. For, the Queen in her pre- 
tended Commiſſion calls hath N 3 
he Regiſter calls 

him John. Conſequently we cannot te ſure, 
That the Man, whe was commiſſion'd for it 
did act in the Conſecration, or tHat the Man 
ſometimes call'd Richard, is the John whoſe 
Conſecration is found in Cramer's Regiſter. 
Thirdly, In that Regiſter, Hodgs kins, as they 
poſe, by the Name of John, 
is put conſecrated (as. Mr. J7lliams Jays, 
pag. 34. and Mr. Earbery, pag. 11.) Dec. 9. 
| ME on, Ago: 22009 Henry 
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| 29 Henry VIII. by Joban. London. Fohaj 
Roff. and Rob. St. Aſaph. That is by Stokeſley, 
Hildſley, and Warton, all gbod Catholiks, 
ſays Mr. Williams, But the Misfortune is, 
there are not enough of them. For by Fat. 
25. Henry VIII. there ſhould be an Arcbbi/boj 
and tuo other Biſhops, or elſe, four Biſhops. 
Whereas here, in the 29th of Henry Vit 
(the former Statute being then in Force) there 
are but three Biſhops, without the Archbiſhop. 
This is a fad Flaw in the Regiſter, arid by 
it, This John's, or This Kichard's, or This on: 
knows not who's Conſecration, is proved con- 
trary to Statutes, and therefore very 238 
able at leaſt, and draws a remarkable Suſpi. 
cion upon the Regiſter : Here, upon our de- 
nying Barlow's Conſecration, becauſe it is not 
found in Cranmer's Regiſter; and at the ſame 
Time queſtioning That of Hodzskins, tho it 
is found there, Mr. Williams is pleaſed to 
make this wonderful Exclamation, ffrange 
Magick this ! this is d Note beyond Tranſut- 
ftantiation. Now, by his Leave, Tranſubſtan: 
tiation lay at ſo great a Diſtance; That we 
may wonder how it was drawn into his 
Circle; but there is no wonder at all, That 
fince our Adverſaries pretend That Regiſter 
is Genuine, we ſhould argue ad hominem at 
leaſt, That it's Silence of Barlvw's Conſecra- 
tion, is a juſt Suſpicion that he was never 
ordain' d. a er Hand, we juſtly dit- 
pute Hodgskinss Ordination, both upon the 
other Accounts already mention'd, and par- 
ticularly becauſe, as it ſtands there, it 18 
rather a Proof, that the Regiſter is * : 
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And becauſe. we have other Reaſons to al- 
ledge againſt the Credit of that - Regiſter. 
For Example, Hooper's Conſecration is mark'd 
between that of Ferrar's fol. 327. and Poynet's 


fol. 331. For fol. 330 it is thus: Johannes 
ropu 


Hooper couſecr. Epiſcopus Glouceſt,, 8. Marty 


1550. a Thomd Cantuarenſi. Nicolao Londinenſi, 


& Johanne Roffenſi. Whites Poynet's Con- 


ſecration is dated 29 June 1550, and Hooper 
was only nam'd for the See of Glouceſter, the 


third of the following 7uhy; and according 
to Burnet, Collier, and others, he was nar 
conſecrated till nine Months after, his rank 
Presbyterian Principles making him long re- 
fuſe. the Surplice and the Cope. _ If he was 
conſecrated by Poynet, and ten Months after 


 Poynet, his Conſecration ſhould have been 


* 


5 in the Regiſter after Poyner's. In pub- 
lick and faithful Regiſters, ſuch Things are 


put in the Order of the Times. We have 


therefore Reaſon to think, That theſe Ordi- 

nations were not writ till afterwards, and 
conſequently That Cranmer's Regiſter cannot 
be ſo authentick as is pretended ; ſince where, 
by the Delay of i the Acts, there 1s 
a viſible Confuſion of Dates, there is juſt 
Grounds of ſuſpecting Forgeries, _ 

. 139. As to. Hory and Coverdale, they are 
both pretended to be conſecrated by Granmer, 
Ridley and Hodgskins. (Bleſs us! What Men 
to ſecure an Ordination? Cranmzr, a rank 


Presbyterian, particularly in that Point. Rid: 


ley, one of the ſame Stamp. Hodegskins, a Man 
unknown, and of a very uncertain Entity, as 
well as of a dubious Ordination. How ſuſ- 
picious is it, that ſuch Men flurrd uy. a 

on 


Can. 
Conſecration of two ſuch other Men as S 
and Coverdale, both miſerable Apoſtates; and 
{ad Presbyterrans. Moreover, the Confecrati- 
on of theſe two, fuch as it was, muſt be ac- 
counted no better than others, perform'd by 
the new. Ordival, which were all declat'd 
1nvalid in the Reign of Queen Mary. Infine, 
The ſtrange Figure which Coverdale made 
at Parker's Ordination, according to the Lam: 
beth Account, ſhews how unlikely a Man he 
was to have been ſollicitous about his own 
Ordination; it ſhews that the others ſuffering 
him to make that Presbyterian Figure, were 
themſelves very indifferent about the Matter ; 
it ſhews what Streights the Forgers of the 
Reg iſters were put to, in finding out Biſhop 
of any Sort, to conſecrate Parker ; otherwiſe, 
ſuch as theſe could never have been choſen, 
And hence we have another Argument al- 
ready mention'd againſt the. Epiſcopacy of 
| Barlow and Hodgskms, tho* pretended to have 
been ordain'd in the Reign of Henry the 

Eighth. For, as I have already obſerv'd, 
Harding, Sanders, &c. expreſſy alm, there 
were no Biſhops of the old Ordination, that 
would ordain the new Biſhops; and not to te- 
peat former Proofs of this, I will add 'two 
others. The firſt from Harding, where, he 
ſays, That of all, who took the Oath of Su- 
premacy, Landaff was the only true Biſhop by 
Conſecration. The ſecond is Fulk, in his An- 
fwer- to Kapleton's 8 where charging 
Stapleton with Falſhood, for ſaying, That 
when all the Popiſh Biſhops were depoſed, there 


were no true Bilhops to lay Hands on the new 


ones, he ſpears thus: It 7s utterly falſe : For 


£ there 


r ac 
there was one of the Popiſh Biſhops, that tons 
tinu'd in his Place: There were alſo divers, 


that were conſecrated Biſhops in King Edward's 
Days. The Authorities alledg'd ſignify; That 


neither Barlow, nor any other remain'd of the 
old Ordination, from whom the new Biſhops 
could hope to be ordain'd, and that conſequent- 
ly thoſe Authors, ſo near the Times, knew 
nothing of Barlow's or Hodoskin's being true 
Biſhops, or of their acting in the pretended 
notorious  Lambeth-Conſecration of Parker. 
Again; from the concurrent Language of the 
Authors of thoſe Times, thus poſttively af- 
firming, That no Biſhops of the old Ordina- 
tion would confecrate the new ones, I am 


perſuaded, That Barlow's want of Conſecra- 


tion was diſcover'd long before Champney calld 
it in Queſtion; which I inter alſo from the 
Words of Mr. Conſtable, who ſpeaks of Bar. 
low as one, who was unqueſtionably no more 
than a Prieſt. A duobus ad ſummum ſacerdo- 
tibus, non epiſcopis. (ſee N. 104.) 

140. 1 muſt not omit obſerving, upon an 
Argument for $ory's Epiſcopacy, taken from 
an Act wherein Bonner reſtores him to his 
Functions, and calls him his Confrater, and 
ina Word treats him, they pretend, as ab- 
ſolutely a Biſhop. Firft, It is without Date 
of the Day, tho' Barnet cites it as dated the 
14th of July. Secondly, Bonner's calling Scory 
his ' Confrater, is not the uſual Style of Ca- 
tholick Biſhops. Thirdly, Bonner had no 
Right to reinſtate a fallen Biſhop: . Only the 
Legat could do it, or others by his Autho- 
tity, and the Power given to others was to 
be mention d. Fourthly, An Act for reinſtat- 
FV ing 
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ing ſuch a fallen Biſhop, ougbt to have men- 
tion'd more particularly, his being abſoly'd 
from his Sins, and from Eccleſiaſtical Cen- 
ſures. Fifihly, It is dated the 15th of our 
Tranſlation. Bonner would have faid, of our 

peo For he had never been conſecrat- 
ed to the See of Hereford, but only Ele to 
it. S:xthly, There is a Flatneſs and Singu- 
larity in the Style and Tenour of the Act, 
which ſufficiently betrays it: And Bonner was 
too well vers'd in Eccleſiaſtical Laws to think 
it enough to ſay of ſuch an Apoſtate as Scory, 
That he had marry'd againſt the Canons, with- 
out mentioning, that he did it againſt his Re- 
ligions Vow ; he knew there was a great Dif. 
ference between the Marriage of Religious Per- 
ſons and other Prieſts; he knew that Queen Mary 
made an expreſs Diſtinction between them, 
in the Letters ſhe gave for examining their 
Cauſes. But above all, it is obvious to any 
one, That ſince Ordinations made by King 
Edward's Ordinal, were declar'd invalid in 
Queen Mary's Reign, by a Judgment to which 
the Church has ever ſince conform'd hers, it 
is not credible that Bonner would derogate 
from it in Favour of Hor). And here I can- 
not but do Mr. Collier the Juſtice to obſerve 
hew much fairer he is than Burnet, in 
Points of Hiſtorical Candor. For, ſpeaking 
of Scory pag. 365. He ſays, © Sory — went 
% a full Length of Compliance — renounc'd 
« his Matrimony, ſubmitted to Penance — 
c upon his giving this full Satisſaction, Bon- 
« ner was contented to. reſtore him to the 
« Exerciſe of his Paſtoral Function: Tho' 
e with ſomes Abatement, ſallem cum quodam 
tempera- 
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& temperamento. But whether he was allowed 


«© to act as Suffragan — or confin'd to the 
« Bufineſs of a Prieſt, is not ſaid. It 
is a Pity Mr. Collier did not add, That 
altho' it is not ſaid in that AQ, yet even 


| ſuppoſing the Act to be Genuine, it would 


be ſufficiently underſtood from the Declara- 
tion of Queen Mary, March 3. 1553-4. That 
they were not orderd in very Deed. In a 
Word, This pretended Act of Bonner, whether 
you ſuppoſe it to be Genuine or Forg'd, may 
be a Proof of Sorys Licentious Life, and 


horrid diſſembling in Religion, but can be 


none of his true Epiſcopal Ordination, 


CH 4 r. VII. 


| Remarks upon the Librarian's ſixth and 


ſeventh Chapter of the Matter and Form 
of the Engliſh Ordinat ions. 


770 HE greateſt Part of Readers are more 
1 capable of framing a Judg- 
ment upon Matters of Fact, than upon ſuch 
as are unavoidably intermixt with ſpecula- 


tive Points of Divinity. This has made me 


be larger in the precedent Remarks, than I de- 
ſign to be in thoſe which follow. And truly 

ſince the Proofs we have preduc'd are ſuch, 
that it cannot be denied with any Equity, 
or even Modeſty, that they frame at leaſt, 
a reaſonable Doubt of the Fat of Parker's 


\ 
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Conſecration, here we might ſtop, For, as 1 
have ſaid, and it is of Importance enough to 
be repeated oftner, This alone, makes all the 
Librarian's Book entirely uſeleſs to the Publick ; 
fince, as long as Doubts remain, no conſcien- 
tious Perſon can be ſatisfied under that Uncer- 
tainty. Whatever they may think allowable 
in ſome other Caſes, yet in Regard of the Vali- 
dity of Sacraments, eſpecially ſuch as the Or- 
ders of a whole Nation, Probabilities: will not 
do. The more certain Ordination muſt be 
procured. But what: now remains to be exa- 
min'd, will much heighten the Doubts, and 
make the Invalidity of the Engliſh Orders mo- 
rally certain. It were to be wiſh'd, That as 
the Librarian's Book is ſo far from taking away 
all Doubts of their Validity, that it very much 
increaſes them, ſo he had endeavourd to de- 
fend it with greater Caution : Then, his Trea- 
tiſe, however uſeleſs, might have been harm- 
leſs too. But now I am — to obſerve in ge- 
neral, that almoſt all the Remainder of his 
Book, is rather a Defence of the Schiſm and 
the Errors of the Engliſh, than of their Orders. 
If even the moſt moderate of his Readers had 
not already, both in Private, and in Publick, 
been of this Opinion, I would' gladly have 
waved obſerving, That he never ſo much as 
once, names the Sacrifice of Maſs ; That he 
ſeems to reduce the Chriſtian Sacrifice to the 
Calvinian Standard; to juſtify the Engliſh in 
aſſuming a Power, not only independent of, 
but repugnant to that of any other Church ; 
in abrogating ſeveral important and univerſal 
Points, fuch as the ancient Liturgy ; in chang- 
ing of the Ordinal ; in eſtabliſhing the Supre 
I To #1 ©. 2 4 tht 8 mach 
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macy of the ſecular Powers in ſpiritual Things, 
and the Exclution of 'the Pope's Supremacy by 
Oath. All Catholicks will te very glad to find, 
That in the Reply he is preparing, he removes 
all theſe Conſequences, which tollow very ob- 
viouſly from his Expreſſions. He owes this 
Amendment not only to Catholicks, but to 
Proteſtants, and to the very Cauſe he has taken 
in Hand, of the Validity of their Orders. For, 
if ſtill he continues to defend their Validity by 
ſuch Principles as lead manifeſtly into ſuch Er- 
rors, as no Catholick can allow; his Reply 
mult alſo in this Reſpect, be rather a Prejudice 
againſt That Validity, than any Advantage to 
it. The Reaſon is clear. For then this Re- 
flection will be obvious to every. one. If 10 
learned a Man could not defend the Validity 
of the Eugliſb Orders, but by ſuch Principles 
as are inconſiſtent with the Principle and Arti- 
cles of Faith in the Catholick Church, 1t will 
add this Prejudice to his Cauſe, That the Er- 
rors of the Engliſh Schiſm and Herely, are too 
cloſely interwoven with their Pretenſions to Or- 
ders; and conſequently, that their Orders can 
no more be maintain'd, than the Errors with 
which they are fo nearly connected. But not 
to enlarge on ſuch general Obſervations. 1 
muſt add, That altho* his Method in what 
tollows is confuſe and improper, yet, ſince 1 
am engaged to follow him, all I can do in this 
Method, is to reduce and ſtate Things under 
ſuch Heads, as may in fome Meaſure ſupply 
that Defect, and ſufficiently confute, as I hope, 

his whole Scheme. | | 
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The Engliſh Ordinations are dubious, at leaſt, 
6 upon Account of their Matte. 


142. As to the Matter of the Engliſh Ordi- 
nations, it cannot, ſays the Librarian, (pag. go.) 
admit of any long Debate; becauſe (ſo he is 

leaſed to add) Morinus's Proofs have appear'd 
10 convincing to all Learned Divincs, that they 
unanimouſly agree, That Impoſit ion of Hands, ii 
the Only eſſential Matter f Ordination. But 
he reckons much too faſt. - He has not all Di- 
vines in his Library, nor has he read them all. 
Let it be ſuppoſed, if you pleaſe, büt not grant- 
ed, That /peculatrvely Speaking, there is a 
great Agreement, that Impoſition of Hands 
alone, is the Matter of Ordination; Yet even 
This, is not the Opinion of all, nor even at 
preſent, ſince Morinus's Works, Nor can it be 
imagined, That the Learned Divines, who 
writ before him, could be ignorant of the 
Arguments he has produced, at leaſt in Sub- 
ftance, "tho? they were not acquainted with 
ſome particular Rituals he has publiſh'd. And 
practically ' ſpeaking, Divines ſtill generally 
hold, That if the Delivery of ſome Inſtru- 
ments, for Example, be omitted, it will make 
the Ordination doubtful at leaſt. This Opi- 
nion appears ſtrongly grounded in the Decree 
of the Florentine Council, for the Union of the 
Facobites and Armenians; which Decree, the 
Librarian has never once thought fit to mention. 
'The expreſs Words are, Sextum ſacrainentum 
bt Ordinis, cujus materiu eſt illud e 
„ 3 ; ae, „ radi- 
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raditionem confertur Ordor. It is in vain tg 
— with the Librarian. Firſt, That the Holy 
Scripture mentions only Impoſition of Hands. 
Heonaly, That there are ſcarce any Footſteps to 

be met with, of the Delivery of the Infiru- 
ments, in the Rituals publiſh'd by Morinus, 
Mabillon and Mariene, The Anſwer is very 
obvious. And truly, That Impoſition of 
Hands alone, is the whole Matter, becauſe, 
That alone, is named in Holy Scripture, and 
in ſeveral ancient Authors or Rituals, ſeems a 
very ſtrange Argument. For, who does not 


* 


| know, That Impoſition of Hands, is a general 


Kind of Expreſlion, including often the whole 
Proceſs or Series of the Solemnity of Ordain- 
ing, both as to the Ceremonies, and the Eſſen- 
tials of Ordination? Thus, Confirmation is al- 
ſo often in Holy Scripture, calbd Inpoſit ion of 


Hands. But will they thence infer, That it is 


the whole Matter of that Sacrament ? It is 
a very juſt Obſervation of the excellent Notes 
of the Kbemes Teſtament, (Ads ch. 13. v. 3.) 
That whatſoever 1s done in the Sacraments 
of Confirmation and Order, is calbd Impoſs- 


| tion of | Hands, as whatſoever is done in the 


whole Myſtery of the Excharift, is named, 
Fraction of Bread; yet certainly, Bread alone, 


is not the whole Matter of the Euchariſt. The 


ſame Notes cite there, theſe Words of St. 
Ambroſe, “ Impoſition of Hands, is the my/t:- 
* cal- Words, wherewinh the Elected is con- 
* firm'd, and made apt to his Function, re- 
* cerving Authority, his Conſgience bearing 


* Witneſs, that he may be bold in our Lord's 
| © ſtead, to offer Sacrifice to God.” And Þ- 


take Notice of theſe Woxds, not only * ey 
ee eee, 
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plainly import, that by Impoſition of Hand; 
the whole Action, even the Words of the 


Form of Ordaining, is often included; but 


alſo, as they no leſs plainly import, that in the 
Form of Ordaining in St. Ambroſe's Time, the 
expreſs Words ſignified, a Power of offering &. 
erifice, It were very eaſy to bring ſeveral o. 
ther Examples, wherein the ancient Fathers 
ſometimes ſpeak only of one Part of the Mat. 
ter of Sacraments, ſometimes of another, and 
often mention only Impoſition of Hands, while 
it 1s certain they did not mean this is the 
whole Matter of the Sacraments of which 
they ſpeak. See for Example in Bellarmin of 
Confirmation, cap. 9. . 
143. If therefore ſome have been moved, 
with wrong Arguments, to think, that the 
Delivery of ſuch, or ſuch a particular Inſtru- 
ment, a Chalice for Example, is not eſſential; yet 
there is a great deal of difference betwen ſaying, 


That the delivery of a Chalice in particular is not 


eſſential; and ſaying, that no Inſtrument, or no 
other material Sign 1s requiſite. Chriſt did not 
determine ultimately, preciſely and ſpecifically, 
but only in'general, both the Matter and Form 
of this, and of ſome other Sacraments. The 
Church may fix upon ſuch particular Signs, 
as ſhe judges convenient. Yet, ſtill it may be 
true, that ſome Sign or other, beſides Impoſi- 
tion of Hands, may be requiſite. In the Fl: 
rentine Decree, the Chalice is mention'd as the 
Sign then appointed in the Church. It de- 
clares in general, that the Matter is that, by 
the Delivery whereof, Orders are conferr'd. 
Whether a Chalice or ſome other Sign, is left 
to the Determination of the Church. But tho 
Chriſt left Power tg. the Church to determine 


| 
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the particular Sign, it does not follow, thatwhen' 
a particular Sign is either appointed or allowy- 
ed by the Church, that Sign can be omitted 
without her Allowance, or even contrary to 
her Decrees, without endangering the Validity 
of the Sacrament. Thoſe Fires, which do 
not mention the Chalice, or any other parti» 
cular Inſtrument, do not deny that ſome ſuch 
Sign was to be given. Their Silence is at 
moſt a, negative Argument. The Florentine 
Words are à poſitive Affirmation. Many 
Things and Practices of the ancient Rituals are 
obſcure to us. Several Things were certainly 
perform'd, Which they do not expreſs; other- 
wiſe we might infer from the Fourth Council 
of Carthage, that no Kind of Ceremony was 


uſed, beſides mere Impoſition of Hands; be- 


cauſe, That alone is mention'd, and that any 
Sort of Words, even theſe alone, The Lord pelo 
you, were all the Form, ſince it only mentions a 


Bleſſing in general, uno fundente Benediftionem. * 


144. But however, it may in ſome Sort be 
ſuppoſed, not granted, in General, and ſpecu · 
latively Speaking, That Impoſition of Hands 
is alone the whole Matter of Ordination, yet 

in Practice it is not to be denied, That where 
this alone is uſed, the Ordination is doubtful. 
Morinus has not convinced the World of the 
contrary. Not to inſiſt upon what happer'd in 
1604. under Clement the Eighth ;* becauſe that 
was before Morinus's Work, which” is fo much 
infiſted upon, let us fee a freſher Inftance. In 
the Year 1696: S$anagata Biſhop of Avellino, 
being afflicted with the Gout, made his Ma- 
iter. of the Ceremonies, deliver the Inſtruments 
ja thoſe, pip were 00: een Daley 
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them afterwards reflecting, That the Biſhop 
himſelf had not deliver'd the Inſtruments, had 
 Recourſe to his Metropolitan, who is now 
Pope, by the Name of Benedict the XIII; 
after havin examin'd the Caſe, he judged 
thoſe, i who had been ordain'd ſo by the Biſhop 
of Avellino, ought to be reordain'd, at leaſt, 
ſab condutione. For greater Security, he ſent 
the Caſe to Rome. There it was diſcuſſed a- 
new, before Pope Innocent XII. in a Congrega- 
tion of the Holy Office, and on the firſt of Augu/ 
1697 (that is above Forty Years after Morimus's 
Book,) a Decree was given accordingly, as 
had been done in 1604. The Decree is at 
large, in F. John Michael Cavalieri's Second 
Tome, from whence it will be proper to quote 
at leaſt, theſe remarkabe Words. © Mature 
« diſcuſſo dubio an Ordinationes ſint nulle & 
: e 1037 Sanctiſſimus ae ut _ na- 
* t1 ab Epiſcopo non porreQa per ipſum- 
c“ met Epiſcopum materia — Orin 
F 1terum ſub conditione ac ſingillatim ordinen- 
© tur — qui fuerint ordinati ab anno 1688, 
4 citra, quibus ex facto præſumitur non fuiſſe 


e per Epiſcopum traditam materiam, omnes 


4 indiſtinctè iterum, ſub diQa conditione ordi- 
* nentur,” From theſe Examples, (and others 
might be alledged) it appears, Firſt, That the 
Church, whatever may be the ſpeculative Opi- 
nions of Divines, will, in Practice, follow the 


ſecurer Way; and that therefore, it was in 


Vain for the Librarian to amuſe the World 
with his Notions of the Engliſb Orders, unleſs 
be could evidently remove all the Doubts, 
which attend them on every Side. Secondly, 
That be aught much 126 to-copdemn, as by 


f 
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7 does, the Practice of the Church in reordain\» 
ing the Engliſh, while there are much greater 


Doubts of their Orders, than in the Caſes now 
mention'd, and which have made the Chureh 
continue the Practice for near two Centuries. 
We may add, That in the Caſe of the Eu- 
zliſh, the Practice has conſtantly been to reor- 
dain them abſolutely without any Condition at 


all. Which ſhews, ſhe : judged: there was no 


reaſonable Doubt of their Invalidity. 

It is therefore doubtful at leaſt, even upon 
Account of the changing the eſſential Matter, 
Whether the Engli/þ Ordinations are valid. 
And when the Librarian adds, fas: gi. All 
other Uſages beſides Impoſition of Hands, are but 
mere Ceremonies, that conſequently may be o- 
mitted without affecting the Subſtance of the 


| Sacrament, He ſpeaks in a deciſive Tone, 
which does by no Means become him, in a 


Point wherein the practical Deciſions of the 
Church are ſo very oppoſite. But when he 
further adds, every Church may add to em, 
or retrench from hot. what it ſhall think pro- 
without Danger of giving Kandal to 
any one, He advances a Propoſition which has 
given great Scandal. Nor does Fulbert of 
Charters, whom he here cites, mean any ſuch 
boundleſs Liberty. I would willingly ask 
him, Whether. he thinks any Church might 
without Scandal omit, and even forbid upon all 
Occaſions, the Sign of the Croſs ? Yet this 1s only 
a Ceremony. How much leſs allowable can it 
be for the Engliſh to forbid the Uſe of that Mat- 
ter in Ordinations, which the Church expreſl 
preſcribes ? Eſpecially, ſince it is viſible in it 
ſelf, and will appear fo, more fully hereafter, _ 
| | | tne 


* 


***. 
the pretended Engliſh Reſormers changed the 
Matter uſed by the Church, becauſe they aban- 
don'd the Doctrine of the Church, which ap- 
pointed the 1 the Chalice, Wine, 


and Bread, with a Deſign of expreſſing more 
particularly, the Power of Sacrificing. The 
Change therefore of the Matter in the English 
Ordinal, has moreover this other Doubt, 
from the Intention and viſible Deſign, upon 
which the former Matter was ſet aſide. 


The Engliſh: Ordinations are dubious, or rather 
clearly invalid, upon Account of the Form. 


145. But as it is the Form that chiefly confti- 
tutes every Thing, ſo is it from the Form, that 
the greateſi Doubts of the Engliſh Ordinati 
ons ariſe. The School-men, ſays the Libra- 
e rian, pag. 92. have maintain'd that the 
„ Words, Kecerve the Holy Ghott, 8c. were 
* the Form of Ordination: But how gene- 
& rally ſoever this Opinion has prevaibd, it 
< is very difficult to ftand out againſt the 
< Reaſons, which Morinus and Martene bring 
eto refute it. Here are, at leaft, three Mi- 
ſtakes. Firſt, It is impoſing upon his Rex 
der to fay, he School-men. This Expreffion 
ſeems to import, That in a manner all School 
men are of that Opinion: - Whereas, it is 
certain, they are not. Secondly, He is forc'd 
to fay, It is difficult to maintain that Opi- 
nion. This Expreſſion, Scholaftically taken, 
muſt import, That their Opinion is not cer- 
tainly and evidently falſe. I it were, = 
a7 | wou 
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would not "only be difficult to maintain it, 
but it would be abſolutely unfuſtainable - As 
far therefore as it is ſtill probable, That the 
Words Receive the Hoh Ghoſt, &. are a 
Part at leaſt of the Form, ſo far it is not dif- 
ficult to ſtand out againſt the Arguments of 
Morinus. And that they are a Part of the 
Form ſeems ſtrongly grounded in the Coun- 
eil of Trent, Se(s. 24. Can. 4. Si quis dixerit 
Hauctum, ac proinde fruſtra Epiſcopum direre 
accipe Hpiritum Sanitum, Anathema ſit. Which 
Words it ſeems difficult to underſtand rightly, 
unleſs they be allow'd to mean, that thoſe 
Words, accipe Spiritum SantFum, concur, at 
leaſt, to the giving the Grace of Ordination. 


per ſacram Ordinationem non dari Spiritum 


_ Thirdly, If he pretends, That the School-men in- 


fiſt upon it, That thoſe preciſe Words are 
the Eſſential Form, as he ſeems to mean, he 
impoſes upon them. They only mean, That 
thoſe Words in Subſtance, and as now us'd, 
are a Part of the Eſſential Form. It muſt 
be granted, That thoſe preeiſe Words are 


not us'd in ancient Rituals, but equivalent : 


Words are found in them. Let one grant 

then again, That he may be allow'd to fay, 
PS: 93. There is no pronouncmg upon the 
Validity, or De fect of the Engliſh Ordimations, 
on Account of any Change made in this Form 
of Words, if he means this Form preciſely 
by it ſelf: But if he means, that no Change 


in thoſe Words, as they are join'd with o- 


thers, can invalidate ' the Ordination, it 1s 
abſolutely falſe. For, if the Change of that 
Form extends to other Parts, which are con- 


nected with it, and are effential, then the 


Change 


Change in reſpect of that For, will afſed 
the Subſtance of Ordination, and make it 
invalid. His Words, any Change, are too 
extenſive, and make his Propoſition found 
very harſhly. JJ) be! ag tt 
146. Moreover, what Good he can do the 
Engliſh Orders, by urging that the Words, 
Receive the Holy Ghoſt, 8c. are not the Form, 
I cannot ſee. But I clearly ſee on the con 
trary, that he furniſhes a very ſtrong Argu- 
ment againſt them. For thence, we may 
frame this Syllogiſm. The Words, Recen; 
the Holy Ghoſt, 8c. are not the Form, accord. 
ing to him; nay, he grants that Form, not 
only is not eſſential, but is of it ſelf inſufficient; 
But it is morally certain, thoſe Words are 
the entire eſſential Form of King Edward's 
Ordinal. Conſequently, . he muſt grant it is 
morally- certain, That King's Ordinal is in- 
ſufficient. That it is morally certain, thoſe 
Words are the Form of that Ordinal appears. 
Fir/i, Becauſe thoſe Words are us'd at the 


Time of the Impoſition of hands, nor is 


that impoſition join'd in that Ordinal with 
any other Words. If then the Form is 
not thoſe Words, but ſome others that go 
before, then the Ordination would be doubt- 
ful upon this very Account, That the Form 
was precedent to the Matter, whereas it ought 
either to accompany the Matter, or to follow 
it. And, the Ba tiſm of the Georgians has 
been condemn'd for this very Reaſon, 'That 
they pronounced the Form before they ap- 
 ply'd the Matter. Scondly, The Words, Re- 

cerve the Holy Ghoſt, &c. muſt needs be the 


Engliſh Form, for the Ordination of. Ve. core 
of 


5 
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For, in their Ordination of Deacons, there is 
no other Prayer uſed precedently to thoſe 


Words, and the Prayer us'd after: them, is 


only that aſter the Communion, and conſe- 
quently When now their Ordination tis al- 


ready done. Thirdly, It is very clear theſe 
Words were always look'd upon as the Engliſh 


Form; as ſuch, they alone were extracted 


from the new Ordinal, and ſent to Rome to 
be examin'd in Queen Mary's Time. Dr. 


Champney, and all other Catholicks, have ever 
attack d their Orders from the Dete&t of That 


Form; Proteſtants have endeavour'd to de- 


fend That Form: A clear Proof, That by 
all on both Sides, it was look'd upon to be 


the eſſential Form of the new Ordinal. As 
ſuch, no other *Prayer is ſpecified, but That 


alone is ſet down. at large, in the pretended 
Act of - Parker's Ordination, as the proper 


Form * which he was ordain'd. 
115 


he Argument hence, is in Subſtance 


this. The eſſential Form muſt ſignify, expreſs, 
and ſpecify the Power or the Order given; 
and unleſs ſome Words of the Form expreſs 


the Order, the Form is not ſufficient for a 
valid Ordination. But no Words in King 


Edward's Form do ſignify, expreſs, or ſpeci- 


fy the Order given: Therefore, that Form 
is not ſufficient. The Major, or firſt Propo- 
ſition we prove. Fir, Becauſe the Rituals 
of all Ages and Countries, Greeks, Latins, 


Hrians, &c. publiſh'd by Morinus, agree in 


always expre ing the particular Order to be 
* In the Greek Rituals, the Archbiſhop 
aying his Hands upon the Head of the Per- 


fon to bg ordain'd, ſays, Divina gratia 


premovet 


——— ——ͤ 


| becauſe Impoſition 0 


denotant, ſunt illius ordinis forma effentialis. 


tromovet unc N. Deo amabilem Preilhterum 
in Epiſcopum. Then again, — Sprritus Sandi 
ventu, virtute & gratid (which by the bye 


« .& 


is the ſame in Subſtance, as to ſay, accipe 


Spiritum Santtum) ſubeat Evangelicum jugum 
&. dignttatem IN PALEM, 8c. The La. 
tin Rituals, notwithſtanding ſome Difference 


of Ceremonies and Words, agree in ſpecify- 


ing the Order given. The principal Prayer 


call'd, Conſecration, ſays, Huic. famulo tuo quem 
ad ſummi Sacerdotij niniſterium elegilii, lane 


quæſumus Domine gratiam largiaris, &c. Con- 


ple in Sacerdote tuo myſtery tui ſummam, &. 
Tribuas ei Domine Cat hedram Epiſcopalem, &. 
In the ſame Manner the Ritual of the Ma- 
ronites; ordinatur in Esccleſia ſancdta Dei N. 
Epiſcopus, &. Epiſcopum iſtum quem clegiſti— 
erudi, &c. Tu Epiſcopum ifum, 8c. There 
is no need of mentioning, more Inſtances, or 
citing ' the Places of Morinus They are ob- 
vious: It is then the conſtant rine and 
Tradition of all Ages and Countries, That 
in the Form of Ordination, it is neceſſary to 
expreſs the Order Siren, The Reaſon 1s, 

f Hands, being of it felt 
a dumb and : indeterminate. Sign, common to 
divers Orders, as of Priefts, and Biſhops, and 
even Deacons, there muſt be. ſome Words 
which, as its Form, determine it to fignify 


the Order given. And this is granted by 


Maſon 1. 2. c. 16. n. 6. cited by Erafius; 
Non verba quælibet huic Inſtituto anſervite po- 
terunt, fed qua ad Ordinis conferendi poteſta- 
tem exprimendam ſunt accommodata — Iftins 
modi autem verba quatenus datam poteſtatem 


Even 


That he muſt 1 


(259 9:3) 
Even the Librarian pag. 250. owns it i, gf 
ſential, that the End and Effett of the Sarrament 


ſhould be exprefty for which he there cites and 


approves Haber Aſſertion, That it is requi- 
ſte, That in the Form, ripinthh Ini itutionis 
an intentio, ſcapuſq; 725 r. 

"5.48. Now, That King Buwgrd's Form has 


no "Words Which hgh y, expreſs and 7 


A the Order - is manife(t from th 
inal it ſelf. I. we take the whole Office A 
at the Ordinatiow! by That King's Ordi: 
nal, J grant thert is, ſeveral Times, expreſs 
mention of Epiſcopal Power, of Older; as 
in the Queſtions propoſed to the Ele& Bifhop, 
in the Litany; G. But all thoſe Cem 
and Expreſſibns; are only Prephrations and 
Preambles to the- Coe m, but are Fr — 
art of the Form it feif. Por alter all 
remonies and Expreſnons of the Name and 
Office of a Biſhopz the 2 ner tells the ct, 
- W729 he ad p 
mits him to that Admviiniftrarſn, wheretrnto 
he is call'd: Hitkerto then, 7 — Had not be- 
gun to ordain him, and by Cofiſcquence; all 


the precedent Expreſnons of tie Name "and 


Office of a Biſhop, are' net--ahy Part of che 
Form of Epiſcopal Ordination "7! 1 — 
Ordinal. Does any that follows; determi 
or ſpecify me Order to Be ens Venn; 
For, after the Examination; follows the Hym 
Vari Creator. In this usch as the Ordinat 
ſays, in the ſame Manner 45 in the Ordina- 
tion of Prieſts, there is nothing which * 
fies E piſcop Power, rather than that of 
Trieſt. Nay, it in reality, does not ſpecify 
—_ 0030 but 8 Grace of the a Ghoſt 
2 8 un 
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in general, /hich may be implor'd no tk; 
upon other Occaſions, for any other Chriſtian 
Office. Next, the Ordainer prays for Grace, 
for the Elect 1% 2c: the Authority. committed to 
him, to Edificatton and not to Defiruftion ; to 
diſtribute Food in due ſeaſon to the Family 
o Chriſt; as. becometh a fauhful and prudent 
teward. In this Prayer, whatſoever may be 
the Ordainer's mental Intention, there are no 
Words that expreſs or ſpecify, Epiſcopal Power, 
but it might be made equally for a Prieſt, 
to whom, aceording to the Ordinal, is given 
an extraordinary Authority and Stewardſhip; 
as to forgive Sins, and to be a; faithful Di. 
pencer of the Word of God and | his. Holy Sa- 
craments. ., Then follows. the;; Impoſition- of 
Hands, with theſe Words: Take the - Holy 
Ghoſt, and remember that you ſtir up the Grace 
of Cod, which is in tbee, by the Impoſition of 
our: Hands. For Cd has nat given us the 
Spirit of Fear, but of | Power and. Soberneſs. 
eſe are the Words, which as we have ſeen 
juſt now, are the eſſential Form of the new 
Ordinal. But it is evident, theſe Words do 
not ſpecify Epiſcopal Power, or determine the 
apoſition of Hands to ſignify: it. For there 
is nothing in them, but What might be ſaid 
to any Frieſt or Deacon, or even to any 
Boy or Girl When they are confirm d. Laſth, 
The Ordainer gives the Bible into the new 
Biſhop's Hands, exhorting him to behave him: 
ſelf towards; the Flock of Chriſt as a Paſtor, 
&c. But this, Exhortation might as well be 
28 to a 1 or „ Leg e 
or, Miniſters are alſo properly Faſiors, ob 
ligd-j10 ferdy and not. devour due Flock. ol 
— þ All 
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Chriſt committed to their Charge, and in the 
new Ord inal are therefore required, and do pro- 
miſe to teach, or feed the Flock committed to 
their Charge. Conſequently, theſe” Words nei- 
ther ſpecity Epiſcopal Power, nor determine 

the Impoſition of Hands, or delivering of the' 
Bible, to ſignify that particular Order. Even 
Burnet, cited by Williams, ſays, That in King 
Edward's Ordinal no expreſs mention was — 2 
in the Words of ordaining, either of Prieſt or 
Biſhop. He adds, it's true, That theſe Words 
(Receive the Holy Ghoſt) being the fame in 
giving both Orders, were not any Ground to in- 
fer, that the Church eſteem'd them one Order, 

the reſt 4 the Office ſhewing the contrary very 
plainly. But however plainly the reſt of the 
Office might ſhew, That the Church did not 
eſteem them one Order, yet it is true, That 
the Words were ile ſame in giving both Or- 
ders, as he grants. It is alſo granted by the 
Librarian, pag. 106. It is true indeed, there 
is nothing in them that evidently diſtinguiſhes 
them, fo as to ſhew, that the one was to be 
ed for th: Epyſcopacy, the other for the Prieft: 
hood. It is then clearly provid. Firſt, The 
Power given ſhould be expreſs'd in the Form. 
Secondly, That it is not expreſs'd in King 

Edxard's Form ; whence it plainly follows, 

That his Form is invalid. | 

149. This Argument had been equivalent- 
ly propoſed by the Treatiſe of Catholick Faith 
and Hereſy. The Anſwer given by Bramball 
> 11. is, That the Words, Keceive the 

Holy Ghoſt, &c. confider'd ſingly in a divided 
Senſe from the reft of the Office, do not di- 
ſtinctly and reciprocally expreſs Epiſcopal 

„ 3 | | * -_ 
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Power : But conſider'd conjointly in a com- 
pounded Senſe, with the reſt of the Office, 
there is enough to expreſs it diſtinctly. Era- 
ſtus . Senior, replies unanſwerably, That this 
Anſwer either is falſe, or impertinent, or grants 
the Argument. If he means, That the Ef. 
ſential Form by it ſelf alone, does not ex- 
weſs the Power, he grants the Argument, 
which conſiſts in this, That the Form it ſelf 
by it ſelf, and independently of Circumſtances, 
ſhould have ſome Expreſſions of the particu- 
lar Power to be given by it. It is the Form 
that gives the Power, and it cannot give 
- What it does not expreſs. : In a Word, to fay 

the Form indeed does not by it ſelf expreſs 
it, but other Words expreſs it, is granting, 
That the Form has not what is requiſite to 
make it valid. For, the Form cannot be 
made valid by Words, which are no Part of 
the Form, All the- other Words are only Pre- 

rations to the Act of Ordination, and no 
Part of the Form, as we have ſeen. For, 
they are uſed, as the Ordinal expreſly ob- 
ſerves; before the Ordainer comes to admit 
the Elect to the Miniſtry, If + las he ad- 
mits him, he ſhould uſe the Word Biſbop 
ten thouſand times over, this. would avail 
nothing, if when he comes to admit him, he 
| ſhould uſe no Words that then expreſs that 

Power. Thus, if in the Office of Baptiſm, 
you ſhould never fo often ſay before Hand, 
That the Perſon preſented: to be baptiz'd, is 
going to receive Chriſtian Baptiſm, which was 
mſtituted in the Name of the Father, Son, 
and Holy . Ghoſt, and ſhould repeat thoſe 
Names never fo often elſewhere ; yet if they 
J 1 8 it. | 1 5 Wert 
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were not expreſs'd. in the very Form it ſelf, 
ſingly and in a divided Senſe, from the reſt of 


the baptiſmal Office, the Form would be in- 


valid. And yet, theſe Words, T1. gre thee 
Chriſtian Baptiſm, conjointly With the other 
Parts of that Office, would he as much de- 
termin'd to ſignify Baptiſm in the Name of 
the Bleſſed Trinity, as King Edward's Form 
of Ordination is determind by the other 
Farts, to ſignify the Order of a Prieſt or a 
Biſhop. Bramball's Anſwer, is therefore in- 
tirely impertinent, or grants the Argument, 
if the other Parts of the Office are no Part 
of the Form. And, if by the Words, conſi- 
der d jointly and in a compound Senſe, he means 
the other Parts of the Office, are a Part of 
the Form, and that all the Parts together, 
make one Complex, or one compounded Form, 
it is abſolutely falſe. For, we have ſeen, That 
the Ordinal it ſelf imports plainly, That the 
other Expreſſions are no Part of the Form. 
And beſides, it is plainly abſurd to ſay, the 
whole Office is the Form. 7 i 
150. Neither Milliamt, who copies Bram- 
tals Anſwer, nor Le Courayer, who in his 
ſeyenth Chapter, does in great Meaſure copy 
them both, take any Notice of Era/tus's Re- 
ply. They found him too cloſe an Author 
to deal with. Le Courayer, indeed has added, 
That Vaſquez. and ſome other Divines, ſeem 
to think the Words Receive the Holy Ghoſt, 
&c. are ſufficiently determin'd, by the other 
Parts of the Pontifical to expreſs Epiſcopacy, 
tho the Words by themſelves ſingly, do ot 
expreſs it; and would skreen himſelf under 
their Authority, But, Firft, It is unaccount- 


Able 
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able, that he ſhould pretend to eſpouſe their 
Opinion, in a Point wherein he abſolutely 
holds they are miſtaken. For, that Opinjon 
of thoſe Divines {ſuppoſing the Librarian 
takes them right, which I very much queſti- 
on) is grounded upon this, That thoſe Words 
Receive the Holy Ghoſt, are the effential Form, 
Which Opinion the Librarian entirely rejects. &. 
condly, The Opinion of thoſe Divines is, in that 
Regard, incomparably leſs probable than the 
oppoſite Opinion. Conſequently, their Opint- 
on of that Form being ſufficiently determin'd 
by the other, Parts of the Office, ſuppoſing it 
to have ſome Probability, will ſtill leave the 
Engliſs Ordinal doutbful in this very Reſpett. 
Thi dly, Beſides the Oddneſs of the Librarian's 
thus ſheltring under thoſe Schoolmen, whom 
he. very unjuſtly ſeems to deſpiſe, it is (ſcho- 
laſtically ſpeaking) contrary to the Nature of 
a Form to he of it ſelf indifferent, and to 
ſtand in Need of an extrinſecal Determinati- 
on. For, it is the Form that ultimately de- 
termines the Indifterence of the Matter; which 
it cannot do, if it ſelf is indifferent. 

151. But what our Adverſaries ſay of the 
Form being determin'd by the other Parts. of 
the Office affords, I think, a very ſtrong Ar- 
gument of the Invalidity of their Orders. 
For, thus I argue: In a compound Propoſition, 
or in a Number of Propoſitions which are 
to be taken in a compound Senſe, whatever is 
included, or excluded in the Propoſitions % 
taken, makes the whole true or falſe, as it is 
ſo taken, or ſo ſpecified in a compounded Senſe. 
If you ſay in a Compound o Propoſitions, 
Peter writes, Pauf reads, John ſtands, the 
„ . „„ rg ns jg? Com: 
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compound will be falſe, if any one part is 
falſe. In the ſame Manner, if a Form of 
Words has not ſuch, or ſuch a determinate 
Senſe * by 5 ſelf, but is determin'd to ſuch a 
cular Senſe by other Words, which are to 
ben taken in a compound Senſe, with that inde- 
terminate Form; it follows, That if the Words 
which determine it to ſuch a particular Senſe 
are falſe,” the Form it ſelf - /o determin d will 
be falle“ Por ſince it is ſuppos'd not to have 
that Senſe by it ſelf, and to have it only as 
ſo determin'd, ſuch as is the Senſe of the de- 
termining Words, ſuch muſt be the Senſe of 
the Form which is to be taken in that com- 
pound Senſe. The Determination of Words 
makes their Senſe: Nor is it conceivable, that 
Words ſhould be true, while they are deter- 
min'd to their Senſe by Words that are falſe. 
Under that Determination they muſt of Ne- 
ceſſity be falſe, however true they may be in. 
dependently of it. Thus, however true it may 


be, That Paul reads, yet if it be affirm'd in 


a compound Senſe with Feter's writing, while 
it is not true that he writes, the whole Com- 
plex of thoſe Affirmations will be falſe. In 
the preſent Caſe, this is even ſtronger: For the 
indeterminate Form is not barely join'd in a 
Compound with the other Words of the Or- 
dinal, but the other Words of the Ordinal muſt 
particularly affect and influence it, as the De- 


termmative of it, to the Senſe it ' bears, and. 


which it has not but by being jorntly taken; 
and certainly when Words are indeterminate; 
That which fixes and determines their Sig“ 
nification, if falſe, will neceſſarily fix them 
o a falſe Senſe. If therefore, that is 8 
. en 127 * ich 
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which in the Ordinal determines the Form to 
figniſy a Power, which it does not ſignify. by 


ir felf, but only. as fo determin'd, that Form 


will, in this compound Senſe, be falſe. Now, 


it is in King Edward's Qrdinal. When 


we urge, That the Form, Receive the Holy 
Ghoft, &c. is indeterminate ; * 
ply. it is determin'd to Epiſcopacy, by * 
very preſenting the Ele& to the Ordainer, an 

by the other Proceedings, Queſtions: and 
Prayers. What Sort of Epiſcopacy, or what 
Kind of Epiſcopal Power, do thoſe previous 


Proceedings — — They plainly import no 


other, than ſuch as is according, to the Ha. 
intens. Beſides, his immediately — the 
Qath of | Supremacy, as ſoon as be is preſented 


10 the Qrdainer to be conſecrated, left even 


* 


aſter that Oath, the Elect ſhould ſtill miſtake 
what Sort of Power is going to be conferr'd 
on him, the Ordainer tells him, he muſi 


ask him ſome Queſtions before. he admits him, 
He then asks, whether he Will correct and 
puniſh ſuch as be criminous, according to fuch 


Authortty as yt have by God's Word, and as 
to you ſhall be committed by Ordinance of this 
Realm. The Librarian hereupon ſays, pag. 
103. this muſt neceſſarily be underſtood WT 
Keys: (omitting that it is a very lame Ex- 
preſſion of the Power of the Keys, which is 
not only a Power of Puniſbing, but of Al. 


ſoluing) We may ſay much more juſtly, it 


muſt neceſſarily be underſtood, that no Power 
is given, but according to the Ordinance of the 
Realm. According to that Ordinance, he has 
no Power, but what is ſubordinate to the 
King's Supremacy, even in Spiritual and Ec: 
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cleſiaſtical Matters. But a Power thus ſub- 


ordinate. to the King, is no true Epiſc 
Power. Therefore the other Parts of the Or- 
dinal, which determine the Form to ſignify 
Epilcopsy Power, determine it. to ſigniſy a 
falſe Power; and by Conſequence the Form 
thus affected and determined, muſt be falſe 
and invalid. Or thus: By the Ordinance of 
the Realm, Epiſcopal Power is not ſubordi- 
nate to the Pope No Epiſcopal Power can 
be given, which is not ſubordinate to the 
Pope's ſpiritual Supremacy ; Thereſore- a 
Form that is determin'd to ſignify ſuch a 
Power, cannot be valid. 


* 


ſcholaſtick Air, the Argument will ſtand thus: 


The plain Import of the Ordinal is, That the 
Power of Epiſco is ſubordinate to the - 
King, and not ſubordinate to the Ppe. Upon 
preſenting the Elect to be ordain'd, a plain 
Declaration is made, of what is meant by the 
Word Biſhop. That Declaration plainly de- 
termines the Word Biſhop to a new Senſe; 
which it did not import before. Biſbop is 
not now to be underſtood as formerly, but as 
lately refirain'd by the Statutes. The affirma- 
tive Anſwer of the Elect, is plainly as much 


as to own, he pretends to no other Authori - 


ty, than to ſuch as is within thoſe new Sta; 
tutes. So that when the Form, which 1s 0+ 
therwiſe indeterminate, comes to be us d, it is 
already determin'd to that falſe. Senſe. And 
in this Caſe, the Deſect will not be only from 
the Intention of the Ordainer, but from the 
very Import of the Form, as ſo determin d. 
if indeed an Error, however oppolite my 
3 „ FE RS . *7; {4 1 N ub; 
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Subſtance of the Sacrament were ſo expreſt 
in other Parts of the Ordinal, as not to affeg 
the Words which either ſolely make the 
Form, or at leaſt are part of it, then ſuch 
an Error in the Ordainer, or in the Ordinal, 
might be conſiſtent with an Intention of do- 
ing what the Church does, tho' it ſhould 
be even -expreſs'd before Hand, That the 
Church, which is in reality the true Church, 
is in an Error. Becauſe, if the Ordainer uſes 
a a right Form, his particular erroneous In- 
tention might poſſibly be over-ruled by his ge- 
neral Intention of doing what Chrift infii- 
tuted. For, if the Form be good of it ſelf, 
His Intention cannot alter the Signification of 
it ; ſince Words do not ſignify as we pleaſe, 
but have their Signification determin'd by 
Inſtitution and common Uſe. Thus kt an Ari. 
an intend as much as he pleaſes by the Word 
| Son to mean a Son Not-Conſubſtantial, yet that 
Word in the Form of Baptiſm will truly of 
it ſelf not [ſignify That, but rather the con- 
trary. And tho' by other Words before and 
after, he expreſſes his Error of Not-Conſub- 
Nantial, yet if in baptizing by the Word 
Fn, he has an Intention of doing what Chriſt 
inſtituted, his Error will not make his Bap- 
tiſm Invalid. Becauſe the Form is of itſelf 
determined to mean the Son Conſubſtantial. 
But if the Form were of itſelf indetermi- 
nate, and were affected and determined by 
other Expreſſions of that Error, the Form it: 
ſelf would be invalid. And thus, notwith: 
ſtanding the Statutes ordering the Oath 
of Supremaey in the Days of King Henny VIII. 
Ordinations might be valid, becauſe my the 
55 Statutes 
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Statutes excluded the Pope's Supremacy, yet 
that Excluſion did not then affe&t the Form, 
which. at that Time was preſerved entire, 
determin'd to its Signification independently 
of any other Words. On the. contrary, the 
new' Form is not determin'd by it ſelf to 
ſignify Epiſcopal Power, but only as previ- 
ouſly affected, as determin'd by conjunction, and 
in a compound Senſe, with other —— 
importing that Error; And is oonſequently 
void and null. Nor does this Argument hold 
againſt thoſe: only, who maintain the Pope's 
Spiritual Supremaey, but alſo againſt thoſe 
who deny it. For, they muſt grant, that of 
two Forms which are contradictory in regard 
of the ſubſtantial Power given by them, one 
muſt be falſe and void. Now it is evident, 


that a Power Subordinate to that Supremacy 


is eſſentially different, and ſufficiently con- 
tradictory to a Power not Hubordinate to that 
fame Supremacy. Conſequently one of the 

two. Ordinals muſt be invalid. They own 
ours is valid, and pretend to derive their 
Orders from ours. Conſequently they muſt 
own their Ordinal is irwalid. For, in fine, if 
Words that do not otherwiſe ſignify Epiſco- 
pacy, are determin'd to lan it by thoſe 
other Parts of the Office, They muſt grant, 
That thoſe other Parts determine it to ſuch ot 
ſuch a Sort of Epiſcopacy, as well as to E- 
piſcopacy in general. And therefore to a 
talſe Epiſcopacy. Nay, That we need not 
queſtion to what ſort of Epiſcopacy the Form 
and Whole Ordinal is determind, The Li. 
brarian pag. 154. would infer, That the Sub- 
ſtance of Ordination, and of the temion f E 
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the Church 8 in the Engliſb Ords 

nations, becauſe, ſays he, they have been per. 
form d according to the Laws in Force, and 
with a view to eſtabliſh Miniſters in the Church 
of: England, who were wanting. How he could 
think this is the Intemion of the Church, is 
very ſtrange. Nor do I ſee what can be 
more certain in ſuch Matters as theſe, than 
that Ordinations muſt be judged invalid 
where the Senſe, the View, the Intent of the 
Ordinal and the Ordainers, was to eſtabliſh 
ſuch Miniſters only as the Laws, then in Force, 
deſign'd, and the new, ' modePd Church of 
England wanted. For, tho* as I have faid, 
the private Intention of the Ordainer, tho 
Erroneous, may be conſiſtent with a valid 
Ordination, yet a- publick, avowed, profeſs'd 
Intention; ſo expreſsd as to affect and. deter- 
mine the very Senſe of the Form, muſt cer. 
tainly render it invalid. If the Librarian has 
a Mind to have this confirm'd by the Doc · 
trine of Vaſquez, tho I have not that Divine 
by me, yet FE have 4 good Voucher for his 
Senfe in this Point, in Coninek, q. 60. a. 
8. Dub. 1. N. 66. In theſe Words. Forma 


ex ſe dubia & inartirninua ad ſenſum 


4 leꝑ itimum 8 ſalſum, continet in ſe ali - 
4 quem deſectum, ideoq; debet vel ab inten- 
„ tione vel 2 ciroumſtantis diterninari, ut 
fenſum vrrum ſignificet -acrerminate, Hot 
© autem caſu potius determinatur ad con- 
© trarium. Quod maxime verum eſt quando 
4 initentid Miniſtri eſt A ſtantibus aliquo modo 
4 cognita. Tunc enim auditores omnes for- 
mam in ſenſu falſo intelligunt, & hunc 
apud es -4b/olute ſignificat“. And he _ 
N 


tion of our Hands. Thus, they in 


ficiently clear'd, That th 
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That he takes this to be the Opinion vt 
Vaſquez. | 

153. Before 1 conclude this- Paragraph; l 
muſt not omit to obſerve, That immediately 
aſter 8 Knior had urged the * 
againſt the an Ferm, * from it's e 
0 5 to ſignify the Order given, and 

lied to Bramhall Defence in fo cloſe a 

ay, as was found to be unanfwerable, thie 
Convocation in 1662 ' alter'd the Form, ar 
in that of Prieſts added to the Words, _ 
cerve the Holy Ghoſt, Theſe, for the Office and 
Work of a Frieſi in the Ct of Go now 
committed unto thee by the Hupe ion 17 our 
Hands; and with * 600 „for the 
Office and Mork of a 22 the Church of 
God, now committed vitro 9 7 the 141 

ect own 


That their original Forms were deſective in 
the neceſſaty Signiffcation of the Order given. 


No, fays Williams. They did not think that 


Change neceſſary . for the Validity, but to 
convince the Presbyterians, That the Church 
of England held a Diſtindion' between Prizfts 
and -Biſho 84 ſtrange! What? Aſter a 
Hundred that Hh retended Orders 
had been bend was it ſtill a Point not ſuf- 
held that Diftin- 
Rion ? It ſeems then; That the other Parts 
of the Ordinal, and their Doctrine, had net 
fufficiently diſtinguim d them. Or if they 
were already ſufficiently diftinguiſh'd,' it was, 


at the leaſt, a very weak Condefcenfion 'to 
need. 


alter the ſolemn 555 without ay 
It was moreover very unſeaſonable to do it, 
at a Time, when the Want of that Addition 

was 


(272) | 
was ſo cloſely urged as an eſſential Defect. 
And why was it made juſt in thoſe very 
Mods, which: were the very Form? And 

why did they make it ſo, as to confirm the 
-general Perſwaſion, that thoſe very Words 
are the Form? For to add, now committed 
to thee, is the ſame as to ſay now, at this 
very Time, by this very Action, and by theſe 
very Words the Order is given. But, ſays 
the Librarian, pag. 106. They could not look 
upon this Addition as neceſſary without declar- 
ing all Ordinations made antecedently to th: 
Addition of this Clauſe, io be mill, and this 
never enter d into the Thoughts of the Biſhops, 
who made this Addition. , hes 1t unavoid- 
ably follows, That they were ill ordain'd 
antecedently, if that Addition is neceſſary. 
1 grant too, That all ſince will be invalid, 
becauſe the Perſons, who pretended to ordain, 
Had not been themſelves _ validly ordain'd. 
J grant alſo, That it is hard to imagine the 
Authors of that Addition ſhould not perceive 
theſe Conſequences; Yet ſtill I maintain, That 
all the Circumſtances ſhew they thought it 
neceſſary, that the Form ſhould expreſs the 
Order. Nor is there any great Wonder they 
ſhould act ſo inconſiſtently. Grindal in 1582. 
declar'd, Moriſan a Hoteh Presbyterian Mink: 
ſter's Ordination valid, tho? it had been per- 
 form'd without Impoſition of Hands, even 
by any Proteſtant Biſhop. Bancroft in 1610 
and the other Biſhops had own'd the Preſ- 
byterian Ordination. (Supra. N. 32.) The 
Univerſity of ee declares (N. 33.) That 
the Calviniſta Ordination makes true Miniſters, 
and that this has alwas been the Opinion 2 
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the Church of England Divines. And why 


muſt we then wonder” they ſhould on one 
hand think themſelves ſufficiently Biſhops up- 
on a Parliamentary Eſtabliſhment and Form, 
and on the other Hand be forced to on 
they are no Biſhops, if that Form be can- 
vaſs'd, and therefore think it neceſſary to 
change it? The Fact is clear: The Inference 
ſeems no leſs clear. As to the Conſiſtence of 
their Proceedings, let then--look' to it. The 
Librarian muſt not ſuppoſe we will! grant 
his Aſſertions for fear his Proteſtants Friends 
ſhould be convinced of acting inconſiſtently. 


He adds, © The ſecond Reaſon (why that Ad- 


„dition cannot be thought neceſſary) is, that 
« it is unprecedented, and there is nothing 
“ like it to be found, either in the ancient 
« Pontificals, or in thoſe Which are now in 
ce the Church of Rom“. How to call this 
Aſſertion, T know not. Sure I am it is void 
of Exactneſs.” If he means, that the. Words 
of Prieſt, or Biſbop are not added in the Pon- 
tificals to thoſe preciſe grammatical Words, 

Receive the Holy Ghoft, © this can be nothing 


to the Purpoſe.” He knows and has prove 


thoſe Words are either no Part of the eſſen- 


tial Form, or at leaſt not the Whole Form; 


and we have ſhewed (N. 147.) That the an- 


cient as well as modern Rituals, expreſs the 


Epiſcopal Power in the Form of ordaining Bi- 


ſhops. And in the next Paragraph we ſhall 
ſee, that in the Form for Prieſts, Their Power 


is fo expreſsd, as to give à farther maniteſt 


Proof of Invalidity in the new Ordinal. 
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134. The Librarian, tho“ he has thus in- 
volv'd himſelf, in a, Deſenge, and a very 
wrong, Defence of the /ndetermmateneſs of the 
Eneliſh Form, ſeems in the Main, to be per- 
ſuaded, that it is at the Bottom indefenſible. 
He therefore endeavours to eſcape. another 
Way, by placing the Form in any general 

Prayer, as he often; ſpeaks, to beg Grace for 
the Elet to acquit himfeli worthily of his 
Charge; particularly. in the Prayer, Almighty - 
God, Greer of all good . Things, 8c. in which 
the Office of Prieſt or. Biſhop, is ,expreſs'd. -1 
hope he did not think to impoſe upon un- 
wary Readers, by making them imagine this 
Prayer, in which the Office is expreſs'd, is 
the conſecratory Prayer of the new Ordinal. 
Moſt certainly it cannot be look'd upon as 
ſuch; for the Ordinal expreſly obſeryes, That 
in the Ordination of Biſhops, that Prayer is 
ſaid before the Archbiſhop beging the Ordina- 
tion, and by Conſequence, cannot be the Foo: 
ſecratory Prayer or Form, To what Purpoſe 
then, is this Prayer inſiſted upon as a Proof, 
that the Engliſʒi Form determines the Power 
given by Ordination? Let us now grant him 
— he intermixes many Miſtakes in the 
roof of it) That no fix d and uniform Prayer 
is the Eſſential Form: Still it is plain, that 
the Prayer muſt not be ſo general, as not to 
ſpecify the Order given. It is ſpecified in the 
| Pontiſical 
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Word, 


have feen too Fa” Habert, 


proper Sacrifice : It condemns. th 
it 1s only a. Sacr fie 2 . aud Thankjgir 25 


C275) 
Pontifical, in ſeveral Word $ added to  thoſs 


ace Gch Spiritum Stnftum. It is ſpecified in that 
inal, which is perhaps, the moſt ncient 
now extant, of above 17 301 ec red Y yr 
ſtanding in that of 1 055 $800 ears: 
Va all others publiſh'd.. by ins 
(ſee him tag. 216. 222, 225. 235; We.) 
is therefore eſſential, hat the Order Mould 
be expreſs'd in the orm; Which, we have 
ſeen, is wanting in the Engliſh Form. We 
Fam Maſon, 91 
Le Courayer, and it i plain, from the Uſe 
all ancient Rituals, and even from the Na- 
ture of the Thing, That the eſſential F orm 


ſhould expreſs the principal e the princi- 


pal Effect, Power and Function to be is 
And hence, we have a farther. convin 


Proof of the Invalidity of the Eugliſi Form. 4 


155. For, it bein 0 certain and -grante 
That the Form i in wh 
dinal it conſiſts, or in whatever grammatical 


» reffions, muſt expreſs the principal Power 


Function of the Order, we argue thus: 
The principal Power and Function of Prieſi- 
hood, for Example, is ſacrificing: But facri- 
fing is not exprefs'd in the Eng /h Form: 
Conſequently, That Form is eſſentia 50 Ude | 
and invalid: The. Confequence is, evident. 
The major, or firſt Propoſition is ſo plain in 
the Principles of; the Catholick Faith, that I 
cannot judge ſo ill of the Librarian, as 10 
think he doubts of it. The Council of T 2 
has defin'd, That the Euchariſt is not only 
a Sacrament, but alſo 4 Sacrifice, a true and 
3 who ſay, 


ing, 


atever Part of the Or- 


ing, or a mere «Commemoration. It condemns 
thoſe who ſay, That offering, or ſacrificing 
the true Body of Chriſt, is only giving, or dil 
penſing it in Communion; Not content with 
the evident Relation there is, in the Nature of 
the Things, between a true Sacrifice, and true 
* ſacrificing [Prieſt hood, it expreſly condemns thoſe 
who ſay, That there is not in the Church 4 
true, external, viſible, ſacerdotal Power, or a Power 
VA conſecrating and offering the true Body of 
Chriſt for the Living and the Dead. Nothing can 
be more evident, than that by thoſe Decrees, 
there is a neceſſary and eſſential Connexion 
between the _ Prieſthood and the Sacrifice, as 
its principal Function and Power. Accord- 
ingly, in all, both ancient and modern Ri- 
tuals, the Power of ſacrificing is expreſs'd. 
e 


* . 


* 5 


* 


156. Thus, in the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, the 
Prayer which is call'd, the Prayer of Ordination. 
N 24. lib. 8. Edition of Bovius) expreſy 

egs, God will grant, that the Prieſt may 
worthily offer Sacrifices for the People, Sacrifi- 
cia pro 1e tuo immaculata per ficiat. They 
had ſaid above (cap. 3.) in the Prayer call'd 
invocatio Ordinationis Epiſcopt : Da ei Domine 
omnipotens per Cbriſtum tuum particitationem 
Sancti Spiritus, ut placeat tibi in manſue- 
tudine & mundo corde, firmiter & laudabiliter 
offerendo tibi mundam & incruentam hoſtiam. 
In the Greek Euchologium, the Ordainer begs 
God will make the Prieſt worthy to tand i. 
reproachably before his Altar, and to offer him 
Gifts and Sacrifices. The Roman Pontifical 
in Prayers call'd the Conſecration of the Prieſt, 
begs, that God will give facerdotal 5 
| | | Gi aid 
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Cratiæ ſacerdotalis infunde virtutem, and ex- 
plains the ſacerdotal Function, by the Power 
of Sacrificing given to Aaron, and to the Sa- 
crificing Prieſts of the old Law. And it is ob- 
ſervable, That theſe very Prayers of the Pon- 
tifical are the ſame, Which were uſed. in the 
Time of S. Gregory the Great, and long before. 
In a Word: There is no opening any ancient 
Ritual, without meeting with Sacrificing, O.. 
fering, ſacerdotal Grace, or Power, Altars, &a. 
/ / x bo rot ed 
157. On the contrary, I R Man- 
kind, Whether any ſuch Expreſſions appear 
in the Engliſh Ordinal. Did ever, or could. 
any Man living, imagine by that Ordinal, 
that a 26 7 Prieſthood was meant? The 
Word Przz/7, is indeed Tetain'd in ſome Places. 
But in the critical Place, Which is every 
where repreſented as the Form, or the chief 
Part of it, that Word is baniſh'd. For fear 
any ſhould miſapprehend that Word in other 
Places of the 2 5 Care is taken to exa- 
mine the Candidate, Whether he thinks him- 
ſelf call'd to Prieſthood according io the Ordi- 
nance of the Realm. This, fairly taken, im- 
rts, That no other Prieſthood is going to 
e conferr'd upon him, than fuch as is accord- 
ing to the Conſtitution -of the Realm. And 
is it not evident, that the whole Series of 
Doctrines eſtabliſh'd in the Church of England, 
ſo call'd, is entirely oppoſite to the Doctrine 
of a true external Sacrifice? It is the Uni- 
verſal Doctrine of Luther and Calwin, that all 
external Sacrifice was at an End with that of 
the Croſs. No Body every dreamt, that in 
Point of a true Sacrifice, the Exgliſh difter'd 
fy ts e . 


f 


from other Proteſtants. They me in the 
general Cry, That Mafs was Idolatry, no bet- 

ter than Derzeitful, and even blaſphemons Fa- 
bles. Heylin, as Mr. Collier obferves, pag. 325. 
ſays, thoſe Articles of Eaw. VI. were re- 
ceived as the” Doctrine of the Church of Eng- 
land, the five firſt Years of Queen Elhgabeib. 
And if the Word Blafphemous was afterwards 
left ont, yet the  Abhorrence of a Sacrifice 
was ſtill retained, and abundantly expreſs'd. 
In the ſecond Liturgy of King Edward, fuch 
Expreſſions, as imported an external Sacrifice, 
were - cancePd. Before this, as Mr. Collier 
relates, pag. 304: Flooper preached earneſtly at 
Court, That Atars might be changed into 
Fables, That by this Expedient, People might 
be cured of a falſe Ferfnaſon of the POR 
ing of Sacrifices, Accordingly, by the King's 
Letter to Ridley, in 1550. Altars were ordered 
to be taken away upon this Reafon, That 
an Altar was for Sacrifice, a Table for eating; 
and it adds, That in the Common-Prayer- 
Book, it is called an Altar, upon the Score 
of what? An external material Sacrifice? 
No: The Sacrifice of Praiſe, and That Al- 
tars were to be taken away for recovering - Peo- 
ple concerning the kgs to of Maſs. Tn the 
ſecond Liturgy, the Words Altar and Prieſt, 
were changed into Miniſter and Table. And 
as Mr. Collier again obferyes, pag. 310. re- 
markable Paſſages in the Conſecration of the 
Euchariſt mere omitted. Thus we fee great 
Care taken, That all Footfteps of a Sacrifice 
ſhould be pared away. What can be in- 

ferr'd, but That, where the Word Prie/t is 
retain'd, it has ſufficiently by the publick 
r 28 wer Gs; 20 ee Facts 
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trines, and P nei FOR of” I rex 
Eſtabliſhment, Toſt it's pr He Signi 40 
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for 26, ng 1 at. 055 Aubot, of 
a Latin nary. at Carmbridee, is 
ad to. bare im = tt 15 7 5 8 hich 
Monarchy;'is. ane f le 0 d. the 
Thing 2106 f ery FR Par zmem 
authorizing he Jon 12 — c: 8 "ihe. Alte⸗ 
faber in N 96 \This,.. Ely con- 
000 c mp Hat, Mi ſuch 99175 
Words MM __ Former MM were . even hen 
Naned, ng like a true, Salle 
1 e mexed, ia this, 21th | 
it muſt alſo be under {to od in ame Senſe 


of. Explanatigns., 1 17 75 4 Senſe Vhich ex 
plains all true e terna Sacrifice quite away. 
Accordingly, Ca icks, from the Beginning, 
Fs e - denied the ower. of 8 Sacri- 

any. granted the . iy 
15 — ob 5 Quien, T. 2. Pg. 237. 


eclares a acri cing bz hoad is Fp 
and Heretina 185 he s the Word 
Hacrrdots, it is, 8 d. Thus it is, 
that to this very Day we ee Superintendaits, 
Overſeers, Elders, 15 ons, Miniſters, Preachzri, 
any Thing is the Word, but Sacr ificers, Thus 
100 in his rſt Edition, in his very Dedi- 
Sacrificing a human Jnvention, 


FT Adela 
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nnn as an Abanination 3 and pag. 260, 
That. Our fair e, Priefilood' if is Facrilegious, 


&. 
4 58. How eafy would it be ie" how fu: 
perfluous to brit Fnac don't uſe 
that Word at Ran o 25 Inſta nec es from the 
ublick and private” Declarations of the Do- 
trine of the pretended Church of Eu gland, 
That 4 true facrific OY external” Prieſthood is 
abſolutely difctaimed:' . H then; we can judge 
of the Senfe of an Ord inal, by the Godt cer- 
tain Senſe of Sk who” fabſtitirred” it in 
Plate, of another; nd chiefly becauſe the 
other Was look'd 8 falſe , ſuperſtitious, 
idolatrous, particul be be Auſe it was 
ſacrificing rdinal, © we m ſt conclude the 
En liſh . Ordinat is dertaitiy i lid, ſince it 
58 not any Exp reſſions of chat F unction, 
Which all Sen have, and ſfibuld be ex- 
preſſed in Words, that ould. leave no Doubt. 
For if it were doubtful, Whether, That prin: 
cipal Function were expreſsd In the Form, 
the Form would be doubtful at leaſt. , Now, 
it is morally certain, That it is not expreſs d, 
nor deſign'd to be meant; 11 That it was 
deſigne ly omitted; it ſt then be moral. 
ly certain, that it is fa. *Preaching, in- 
ſtructing, governing” the People," is expreſß d 
in the Engliſh" Otdinal: Is 0) ering „and ſacri- 
ficing | are not. The Catholick Church has 
ever uſed thoſe, 'or e Expreſſions. 
Can it then be imag ind, that a new Set, 
framing, by theit Bon Authority, and by 
their new . Principles, a nev / Ordinal, can 
have the fame Intention with the Church ? 
Int Sect 9 to uſe the erin 2257 


in 
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in all Rituals. What can one think, but 
that both the Form and the Intention of 
this new, Sect are different from that of the 
Church? You may tells us as much as you 
pleaſe, That the inward Intention of the Preeft 
contributes in Nothing to the Validity or In- 
validity of a ' Sacrament. This is one of the 
Librarians ilhpoized Expreſſions,” pag. 153. 
Yet it, is not conceivable, That either the 
Form, or the Intention of the Church can 
be thought, morally ſpeaking, to be preſerved, 
while her Expreſſions are rejected, and her 
Belief of a Sacrifice ſo entirely, ſo publickly 
diſayowed. The Example he there urges of 
the Arian Baptiſm, is nothing to the Purpoſe. 
They uſed the fame Form, they ſpoke as 
the Church ' ſpeaks, in That Form. Thus 
far, they may poſſibly mean, whatthe Church 
means in general, notwithſtanding their pri- 
vate particular Error: But if they not only 
in ot er Occaſions declared their Error, but 
even in Baptiſm alter'd the uſual Expreſſions, 
they cd not then be ſuppoſed” to have 
even 5 zeneral Intention to perform. in that 
very what the Church do's. Their 
Bali would! then certainly be invalid. 
This is the Caſe of the Engliſh Ordinations. 
Not content with the ſtrongeſt and moſt vio- 
lent Declarations againſt the Church's Do- 
ctrine of Sacrificing, they reſuſe to uſe her 
Expreſſions. They ſubſtitute others, in which 
Nothing of the Church's Senſe appears. How 
then can their Ordinations be thought valid? 

159. In propoſing the Argument againſt 
the Engliſh & dinations from their not expreſ- 
ws he OY: of rare: 1 have de- 


. 
fignedly waved inſiſting upon . thoſe Words 
of the Pontifical, which are uſed at deliyering 
the Inſtruments, and of which the Florentine 
| Decree ſays, Forma Sacerdoty tali oft : At. 

cipe poteſtatem offerendi ſacrificium in Eccleſia 
pro vivis & morturs. It would have. become 
the Librarian, before he ſpoke, ſo confidently 
againſt the Opinion. of Divines in that Point, 


to have taken ſome Notice of that Decree, 


However, let it be ſuppoſed, that. theſe, pre- 
ciſe Words are not the Form of Prieſthood. 
Still it is poſitively decreed, That Forma $4: 
cerdotij TAL1S . This can mean no- 
thing . than that the Subſtapce, and Senſe 
at leaſt of the Form, is ſuch. Hence J argue: 
It is of Faith, that the Form of the Fontifica 
s valid; and it is of Faith, that the Form ol 


the Pontifical in whatever preciſe Words it con 


* 


fiſts, is /uch at leaſt; as expreſly or, equiva- 
Bovy anus import, 2 Power of 7 0 7 for 
the Living and the Dead: Therefore it is of 


* * 


Faith, that a Form, which does not import that 
Power, is irwalid. But it is morally certain 


the HAngliſi Form does not import that Power: 
I leave the Librarian to draw the mne 


and to determine how. far he thinks a Fropo 
tion is of Faith, when it follows from a Ma- 
jor, Which is defined, and a Minor, which is 
morally certain. But let us ſuppoſe again, 
That it is not fo certain that a Power of Sa- 
crificing muſt be expreſs'd in the Form: Yet 
it is certain, That when ſuch a Power is ex- 
preſs d, the Form which expreſſes it will be inva: 
lid, if that Power ſo expreſs'd, 26 

poſitè to true Chriſtian Prieſthood. 
the Dotirine of the Engliſh, ſuch a Power 
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is Idolatrotis ; confequently they muſt hold 
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that our Form, in which ſuet a Power is 


expreſs' d, muſt be invalid: Conſequettiy 
their Orders muſt be invalid in their o.] n 
Principles, ſince derived from ours, which by 
their re are Idolatrous, and conſèe- 
quently invalid. For certainly, a Form cannot 
te valid, which in it's avowed, proper, ex- 
preſs and defined Senſe, is Idolatrcus. You, 
might as well ſay, a Prieſt might be validly ors 
daird by 4 Form, whereof the avowed and 
defined Senfe ſhould be this; Recerve Fower, 1 
Il; a Prieft of Belial. And hence; by a Re- 
turn of the Argument it follows, That, No- 
thing can be more unreaſonable, than to charge 
the Cathotick Sacrifice with the Accuſation of 
Idlatry, while they pretend Orders, from our 
Form, which imports ſuch a Sacrifice. . .... 

160. Hence. it further follows, that no one 
can ſay, to what Purpoſe are Tridentine or Flo 
rentine Dectees, and the Fopiſt Doctrine of 
dacrifices and Maſſes urged in this Queſtion? 
Or with Mr, Williams, pag. 15. We mult. 
firſt prove ſach Doctrines before ue can 1aiſe 
ny Scraples upon this Head. For Firſt, with» 
out proving, them, it is enough, that we hold 
them, and that they are eſſentially included in 
the Senſe of out Form. For, it follows from 
hence, that both their Form and ours cannot 
be valid, while they differ in ſo eſſential a Point 
as this? Secondly, If it follows irom Catho- 
lick Principles, as we bave ſeen it does, That 
the Engliſh Ordinations are invalid, this is 
enough againft the Librarian at leaſt Since, 
God forbid, I ſhould queſtion his being 3 
Catholick, notwithſtanding his many unguarded 
e een, 
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Propoſitions. Thirdly, It follows, That it is 
very unchriſtianly, or unreflectingly done to 
ſuggeſt with Mr. Williams, That it is the 
Intereſt of the Court of Rome, which makes 
Catholicks deny the _ Engliſh Orders. For, 
fince the Denial of their Orders is ſo cloſely 
connected with other defin'd, Doctrines, there 
can be no Juſtice in attributing That, to ſuch 
impious Motives, which muſt be attributed 
to Confiſtence of Doctrine. The. Librarian in- 
deed, never once, as far as ] remember, men- 
tions Mr. Williams's Book on this Subject; 
and he did very wiſely; for, he might well 
imagine, That Author's violent Heats could 
only prejudice his Cauſe: But he unfortu- 
nately imitates him in other Things, as well 
as in inſinuating, That Catholicks deny the 
Engliſh Orders, R/cauſe there is an Intereſt to 
700 ˙ Oo TIES 1 
161. From what has been ſaid in this, and 
the precedent Paragraph, it is plain how much 
Proteſtants generally, and the Librarian with 
them, miſrepreſent the Ezgl;/b Ordinal, as 
agreeing with the ancient Rituals, while they 
differ ſo eſſentially. Ft, In ſpecifying the 
Order given. SJezcondly,, The Power of ſacri. 
ficing, which are both wanting in This. This 
needs no farther Proof. But it is not impro- 
to obſerve, That Mr. Williams in appeal- 
ing to the Clementine Conſtitutions, has thought 
fit to leave out, not only the Words already 
mention d, importing a ſacrificing Power 
(n. 156.) but alſo theſe: Famulo tuo quem ad 
Eßpi ſcopatum elegiſti, &c. which clearly ſpecity 
the Order given: And, That Mr. Collier 18 
very ſurprizing, where he alledges from Ms 
5 Rt ca rinus 
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rinus, an ancient M/s. of more than eight hun- 
dred Years, for an Inſtance of the Conformi- 
ty of the 'Engli/h Ordinal, with thoſe ancient 
Ones. Now, Mr. Collier, pag. 289. tells us, 
That in that ancient Ritual, in the Conſecra- 
tion of a Prieſt, the Archbiſhop puts him on 4 
Habit proper to his. Character, Then the 
conſecrated Elements being uncover a, the Biſhop - 
puts a Piece of Bread into the Hands of the 
Perſon ordain'd, and laying his Hand upon bis 


Head, bows his Body over the Holy Table. Is 


there any Thing like this in the Engliſh Or- 
dinal? And how. can it be pretended: there is 
Nothing in the ancient Ordinals more ſigni- 
ficative of the Power of ſacrificing, than in this 
new Deviſe? Beſides; in Mr. Collier's Records 
Numb. 63. The Prayer tor Biſhops in that 
ancient M/s. particularly mentions their of- 
ficiating in ſanto Atari, at the holy Altar, 


not Table. It adds, That he is conſtituted, 


or ordain'd to offer Sacrifices and Oblations for 
all the People. I willingly judge better of Mr. 
Collier (who 1s .generally a moderate Adver- 
ſary) than to think he avoided Engliſhing 
thoſe Particulars, for fear his Engliſh Rea- 
ders ſhould obſerve ſo eſſential a Difference 
from the new Ordinal. However, he fairly 
owns, That the Prayer mention'd, is ſaid, with 
reſpect to Ordination. But it is not intelligi- 
ble how he could add: Thus the ancient Ri- 
tuals for Ordination, agree with that drawn 
up in the Reign of A. Edward. VI. For, be- 
ſides, Firſt, The Omophorion, or Pallum put 


on the Biſhop ; Secondly, The Habit. proper 


4% his Character, put on the Prieſt; Thirdly, 
The three Croſſes made on both; * 
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The Goſpels put on the Biſhop's Head; Fifis. 
ty, The Bread in the Prieſt's Hands; which 
are five very remarkable Differences; There is 


nothing in K. Edwards, of Altar, Sacrifices, &. 


And here I leave this Point of the Invalidity 
of the Engliſh Form, till the Librariau's Method 
will bring it up again, particularly in H. 2. 
chap. 9. of theſe Remarks. 8555 
10562. Oaly before I conclude this Paragraph, 
F think I ought not to omit giving ſome one 
particular Inſtances of ſome ftrange Propoſiti- 
ons advanc'd in the two Chapters we have 
been upon. It is not with any hard Defign 
of loading him with odioug Conſequences, but 
that Catholicks may fee how unaccurate at 
leaſt, he is, and conſequent ly how little to be 
relied upon; and that Proteſtants may fee they 
have very flender Reaſon to boaſt of a Ca-. 
tholick Defendent of their Orders, fince he 
goes it in a Way, which no other Catholick 
in the World can approve. For Example, 
Firfi, What Catholick will approve his ſtrange 
Expreſſion, pag. 100. where ſpeaking of the 
Eaqjtern Churches, he fays, Rome confiders 
heir Indepeudauce as crimmal. Does not he 
confider it too, as ſuch? Secondly, When he 
fays in the ſame Place, f the Engliſh had 
once the Liberty of receiving the Roman Por- 
tifical, they have flill that of rejefting or re- 
forming zt. Does he think there is no Dif- 
ference between an Original Liberty of re- 
ceiving Points of Diſcipline, and a Liberty of 
7 7 Borg in Defiance, in Oppoſition, in 
a Schiſmatical Revolt from a receiv'd and 
e.ſtabliſn'd Authority? Does he make no 
Diſtinction between the Ecclefiaſtical 1 
0 


of a true and a falſe Church? Has a falſe 
Church all the ſame Powers fill, which it 
had when it was a true Church? Can her 
win the moſt ſolemn Eccleſiaſtical Uſages, 


call'd a Reform? Thirdly, When 


be ju 
he ſays pag. 113. the Prayers and Advices 
are at leaſt as proper and charafteriſtical in 
the Ordinal as in the Pontifical : We haye al- 


ready ſeen the contrary. Here, I only ask, 


whether by the Words, at leaſt, he would 


110 it thought the Ordinal is preferable ? 


We may wiſh he had left this a queſtiona- 


ble Point. For, he had ſaid two Lines be- 


fore, That the Queſtions in the Engliſh Ordi- 
nal ſeem. much better adapted to Biſhops, than 
thoſe of the Pontifical. Let theſe Inſtances ſut- 
fice for the preſent. | ' 


} 
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| Remarks ub the Librarians Eighth, 


Ninth, Tenth, and Eleventh Chapters, 


163. "HESE our Chapters of the 'Libra- 


„ k, tho? they make a full 
third Part of the whole, are in the far great- 
eſt Part very inſignificant to the main Que- 
ſtion. I ſhall therefore diſpatch them in a 


tew Remarks. 
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"Of Biſhop Bonner's Plea againſt Horn, and 
5 7 the famous Statute in 1566, occaſion d 
y it. Egan ek | 


164. The Librarian's eighth Chapter is in- 
titled, That the Form of Hing Edward VI. 
was not prohibited by Law, when Parker was 
conſecrated. But how he came to call this 
our ſecond Difficulty, againſt the Validity of 
that Form, is not eaſy. to imagine. Had he 
a: Mind to have it look as if we were at 2 
Loſs for Proofs againſt it, while he makes 


us urge That againſt the Validity of the Form, 


which properly ſpeaking, is nothing at all to 
the Validity ? For, as Burnet cited pag. 130. 
obſerves” rightly, upon the-Letter-of-the Law, 
#o Concluſion can be drawn againſt (or for) 
the Validity of the Ordinations, conſider d as a 
Sacred and Eccleſiaſtical AF, but only as a 
Civil and Legal One. Nor did ever any Di- 
vine pretend the Form is invalid, merely be- 
cauſe not authoriz'd by the Civil Lau. And 
the Caſe of Biſhop Bonner, which the Li- 
brarian has ſtrangely miſrepreſented, more pro- 
perly regards the Fadt, than the Validiiy of 
the Form of Horus, and, conſequently of the 
other new Biſhop's Ordination. The Fact in 
ſhort was this: Horn, the new Biſhop of in- 
cheſter, tender'd the Oath of Supremacy to 
Biſhop Bonner, then Priſoner in the Marſhal- 
fea, which was within the Dioceſe of Win. 
cheſter. Bonner refuſes to take it. Horn cer- 
tifies his Refuſal into the ing Bench; where- 
upon 


. 


. — . 
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Cy  - 
upon, Bonner being indicted, he moved by 
his Council, Whether he tmight not give in 


Evidence upon this Iſſue, as it is in Dyer's 


Reports, quod ipſe non et inde cuil pabilis, co 
quod diitus Epiſcopus de Wincheſter non fait 
Epiſcopus, tempore oblations 1 Aſter 
a long Debate, it was reſolved by all the 
Judges, That / he Verity und Mutter be je 
mdeed; be ſhould be ll rectived w give in 
Evidence upon this Iſſue, and the Fury ſhould 
try it. This gravel'd Horn. He ſought Des 
lays for near two Yeats, unwilling to have 
the Fact of his Ordination tried by a Jury. I 
ſay the Fa. For, as Eraſius ſenior obſerves, 
(chap. 18) © The Point of Law, viz. Whes 
the Form of Eaw. VI were Legal, or, 
% Whether One conſecrated by That Form were & 
« Biſhop, was not to be par. the Jury, but 
& to be determined by the Judges, and the 
« jury to try _ the Matter of Fact, Whe- 

e ther he were ſo conſecrated.” If therefore 
« the Judges had deliver d it for Law, That 
« Horn, it ſo conſecrated, was a 1 and 
“ he could have proved 2 was ſo conſecrated 
© (as was eaſy fot him to do, if the Records 
be true) the Jury muſt have found him a 
** Biſhop, or have incurred an Attaint ; which 
{© there was no Reaſon to fear they would 
« do, in ſuch a Caſe as that, where the 
© Queen was Plaintiff, a Proteftant Biſhop, 
and their Neighoour, and Landlord to 
* moſt of them, (being Southwark Met) the 

«© Proſecutor, all the Biſhops in the Land 
'© (made by the new Form) extremely in- 
© tereſted in the Verdict, and only a Fapiſt, 
generally hated, _ deprived of all _ : 


EC... 22 
* and Power in the State, and then a Priſo- 
& ner, the Defendant.” 1 
165. Nothing can be ſtronger. in a Point of 
this Nature, and it ſeems next to a Demon- 
ſtfation, That the Fact of Horr's Conſecration 
by that Ordinal, could not ſtand the Verdict 
of a Jury ſo favourable. It is manifeſt 
Shuffling in the Librarian, and his Proteſtant 
Authors, to pretend that. Bonner's Plea in de- 
nying Horn to be a Biſhop, was chiefly upon 
Account of, the new Ordinal having been re- 
pealed by Name in Queen Mary's Reign, and 
not re-eſtabliſh'd y Name in the Reign of 
Queen Elizabeth. I grant he might inſiſt up. 


on this as one Reaſon: And whoever pleaſes 


may ſee it ſtrongly ſupported by Eraſtus ſenior, 
But it. is evident, that was. neither his onely, 
nor his chief Reaſon... Mr. Collier's Relation 
eyidently proves it. Before the Cauſe came 
44 on, ſays he, pag. 403. Bonner drew, up his 
& Plea againſt Hrs Character in his own 
Hand. He pretends, Mr. Robert Horn, 
C as he ſtiles him, was no. better than an In- 
& truder into the See of ] iucleſter: That he 
ce was neither elected, nor conſecrated purſuant 
ce to the Canons of the Catholick Church, 
4 nor the Laws and Satutes. of this Realm. 
« Againſt. the Legality of his Conſecration, he 
« cites 25. Heu. 8. 5 20. by which Sta- 
4 tute, as Bonner underſtands it, he that is 
cc to be conſecrated, muſt have one Arch-biſhop, 
4 and two Biſhops, or elſe four Biſhops to 
4 perform the Ceremony, Which Circumſtance 
« was wanting at Horn's Conſecration.“ Then 
Mr. Collier adds the Reafon mention'd, and 
ſome others. Hence it is manifeſt, That 


Bonner 
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been eminently Mad. 10 11 upon 15 OE 
tute of Henry the VII Ir it was nato- 
rious, t that Horn was b oh d by them, and 
that they were legal. Bilbops. 1 In a Point to 
be tried by 72 a abis, Jury, 0 uh coul Kd 
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good Evidence to the Jury, that the new 
Ordinal had not been uſed in thoſe Conſecra- 
tions. For this, in fine, muſt have been the 
Fact to be tried by the Jury. And what 
Tryal could this bear, what could make Horn 
delay 'the Tryal, if there were Thouſands of 
Witneſſes, as is pretended, of the Fact of their 
Lambeth Conſecration? Mr. Collier indeed, 
when he had faid, ihe Judges unanimouſly re- 
ſolved the Jury 'was to try whether Horn were 
Biſhop or not; adds, This was a nice Point, and 
the Reader will be apt to imagine, the Jury and 
Bench ought to be well furniſb d with Eccleſiaſtical 
Learning to pronounce upon the Caſe. But 1 
know not of what fort of a Reader he ſpeaks. 
For, a conſiderate Reader will imagine no 
fuch Thing. The Bench was only to pro- 
nounce upon the Epiſcopacy of Horn, in the 
Eye of the Englih Law. This required no 
great Eccleſiaſtical Learning. The Jury was 
only to pronounce upon the Fact And this 
required no more than to hear a few of the 
Thouſand Witneſſes from Lambeth, or to have 
the Regifter produced. The Parliament in- 
deed put a Stop to the Proſecution, and de- 
clared Horn to be a true Biſhop. How well 
furniſn'd both Houſes. were with Eccleſiaſtical 
Learning and Power to pronounce upon the 
Caſe, we may leave Mr. Collier to imagine; 
or rather, to do him Juſtice, his Hiſtory in ſe · 
veral Places ſhews, I think, That he is per- 
ſuaded, ſuch Decrees do not belong to the 


etends, that if 
eton, reproach'd 


The Librarian, pag. 120. pr 

Bonner, and after him Sap 

Horn ſor not being conſe red, it was not for 
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want of knowing their Lambeth Conſecration, 
but becauſe they thought him conſecrated after 
a Manner, that was not Canonical and Legal, 
and therefore Invalid. This is grievouſſy 
miſrepreſenting them. They were both too 


ood. Scholars, not to diſtinguiſh between a 
e and a Valid Ordination. To what, 
I have ſaid above of Stapleton, I will only add 

here, That he expreſsly ſays, they were found 
in Bouner's Caſe to be only Larvati Epiſcopi, 
that is, Sham Biſhops, by a Sham Conſecration. 
He expreſsly diſtinguiſhes between a Conſecra- 
tion made according to the Canons, and ac- 
cording to the Statutes : And ſays, it was no- 
torious, they were not conſecrated according to 
either. Quis Neſcit 1e tuoſg; collegas non dico 
aliter quam requirunt Canones, ſed nec ſccundum 
præſcriptum Statutorum Veſtrorum ordinatos efſe 2 
He ſays in expreſs Words, That he is neither 
Biſhop according to the Statutes, nor according 
to the Canons. Bonner alſo evidently diſtin- 
guiſhed- between a Canonical and L-gal Conſe- 
_ cration, and a valid one; and maintain'd that 
Horn wanted every one of them. They con- 
ſequently denied he was conſecrated by ſuch a 
Conſecration, as that of Lambeth. Bonner 
particularly, made the Defect of the Number 
and Quality of Biſhops, required by the Statute 
25. Hen. 8. a Special Plea againſt Horn, and 
a a diſtint Argument from that, of the new 

Ordinal not being legally re- eſtabliſh'd. 97; 

166. And now I think it very ſuperfluous 
to examine the Ten or Eleven long Pages 
wherein Le Courayer contends, That it was 

evident the new Ordinal had been re-eftabliſh'd. 

But it is worth 98 how in the Wow 
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of his Propoſitions here, he contradicts himſelf 
in another material Point. Pag. "1276. He, &x-, 
preſsly ſays, the Parliament of 1 566 declared all 
the Ordinations made under lern Elizabeth, 
according 10 King Edwrard's Ordinal, to be 
VALID ; « appear; by that Af. Again Pay. 
126. He fays by that Statute, the 'Ordinations 
made in Queen Elizabeth T ine are declared 
good and VALID: And, That 4% Parliament 
determin'd about the V 4 L ID IT Y of the Or- 
dinations. And yet pag. 145. He ſays, © The 
e Statute does not ſo mueh as hint, that any 
«* Defe#t relating to the Cotifecrations affettzd 
* 1% Validity; it rather ſuppoſes, That they 
« did not affect it in the leaſt, becauſe the 
« Engliſh Divines are of the ſame Opinion 
& with us, That the Civil Power can nevet 
* make an Ordination valid, that was attended 
ge with any eſſential Defect: And that tho? 
ce the Prince of Parliament might declare 
& whether the Ordinations were valid or no, 
cc yet they could never make them valid, un- 
& Jeſs they were ſo of themſelves before.“ 
Now in the firſt Place, to dectare or pronoutice 
upon the Validity of Ordination, requires more 
Eccleſiaſtical F than can be ſuppoſed 
to come to the Share of every Prince, eſpe- 
cially a Woman; and of every Parliament, 
eſpecially where "the Biſhops are, or may be 
excluded. 2d. To pronounce upon Validity of 
Sacraments," is a Dofrinal Point. Such De- 
ciſions, T Hope, the Librarian does not think 
are within the Bounds of the Civil Power. 3d. 
The? the Englifh do not ſay the Parliament can 
make that valid, which in it ſelf is invalid, 
n 
b a 
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dity,) yet they lodge in the Parliament a 
Power of declaring That to be valid, Which 
the Church never judg'd valid, beſore nor 
ſince; Nay, tho”. the Church ſhould declare 
it invalid: Juſt as they allow it to declare 
Maſs Idolatrous, tho the Church declares. it, 
a moſt Holy Sacrifice. 4th. It is very plain, 
That the Act occaſion'd by Bonners Plea, 
relates to Doubts and Defeats which affect the 
Validity: And this deſerves to be farther 
e ont lh ot 

167, Bonner's Caſe, tho“, as I faid, it pro- 
perly regards the Fa# of Horn's Conſecration, 
rather than the Validity; yet, all grant it was 
the particular Occaſion of the famous Statute 
in 1566, by which the new Prelates were de- 
clared, and not declared only, but enacted to 
be Validly Ordain'd. © Notwithſtanding this 
« State-Proviſion for Conſecration, (ſays Mr. 
ce Collier, pag. 509,) there's no Reaſon to re- 
« proach the Engliſh Hierarchy upon this 
© Score, or call the Biſhops Parliamentary Pre- 
& lates —— for the Force of their Chara- 
« ter —— depends upon Conſecration and 
<« Spiritual Conveyance : Neither does the Con- 
« ſecration derive it's Significancy from any 
« Regulations of the Civil-Legiſlature.” But 
if ſo, it then follows, the Queen had no 
Authority to Diſpanſe, as the Act runs, with 
all Cauſes or Doubts of any Diſabilities, that can 
or may be objeded. Her Power may reach, 
if you will, to other meer Illegalities; but not 
to any Diſabilities, But then again, her Diſ- 
penſation, unleſs it extends to the Validity of 
Conſecration, will not reach to all Bonner's Plea, 
Which was upon the Nullity of Horu's Cha- 


racter, 


1 | 
rafter, not only from Civil Deſects, but upon 
others alſo. And when Mr. Collier adds: 
Thus mutrh I concerve may be collected from the 
Act, in which Biſhops aud Prieſis are calld the 
Miniſters of God's Holy Word and Sacraments, 
which Denomination ſuppoſes 4 Divine Com- 
mſſion ; when, I ſay, he urges this, he ſhould 
remember he has anfwer'd it himfelf before- 
hand. For, ſpeaking. of the Commiſſions 
which affirm'd all Eccleſtaſtical, as well as 
Crvil Authority, is derived originally from the 
King, he ſays pag. 219. If this bolds, the 
Power of the Keys muſt be lodged with the ſe: 
eular Mag iſtrate. And as he there obſerved, 
that what thoſe Commiſſions ſeem'd to ſay of 
the Divine Power of Biſhops, /cems inconſiſtent ; 
So pag: 170. He had ſpoken more poſitively in 
theſe Words: „After the King had declared 
4“ himſelf Patriarch in his Domigions, claim'd 
& all Manner of Spiritual Authority 
& after this, theſe Words are thrown into the 
“ Commiſſton, to give it the more paſſable 
&© Complexion, Preter et ultra en que tibi ex 
& ſacris littetil divinitus NW eſſe dignof- 
* euntur. Now, with Submiſſion, this Clauſe 


/ 
10 
& comes in too late, and is utterly inconſiſtent 
te with the other Part of the Commiſſion.“ 
Thus he: And is it not evident, That the 
Divine Commiſſion, Which might ſeem to be 
implied in the Words, Miniſters of God's Holy 
Word and Sacranients; is utterly inconſiſtent 
with the Queen's a#/olute, ſupreme, Ta 
Power, in all Miritual, as well as Civil Authori 
ties, JIuriſdictions, Diſabilities, Doubts, &? 
Is it not evident too, That unleſs She diſpensd 
with the Character of the Ordainers, and the 


697 


| Validity of the Ordinal, or the Want of both, 


nothing was done to aſeertain the Character of 
the new Prelates ? Unleſs ſhe has a Power to 
make any Perſons, and any Form ſufficiently 
capable to convey or receive Epiſcopal Autho- 
rity, their Epiſcopacy ſtill muſt remain under 
the Original Difficulties. For, if you ſuppoſe 
ſhe had no Influence upon the Validity of the 
Conſecration, (whatever Sort of one it was,) 
you make this Statute perfectly uſeleſs to the 
removing the Doubts alledg*'d by Bonner and 
others. Nay, you will make the Act perfectly 
abſurd : For, the Senſe will then run thus: 
Whereas we have no Authority to diſpenſe wit, 
Diſabilities that affeft the Validity, yet we dife 
penſe with all Diſabilities that have or may be 
objected; tho ſeveral of the objected Diſabilities 
and Defeits, regard the Validity. If her Power 
has no Influence upon the Validity, how can it 
remove the Doubts which are out of its Reach ? 
As long then as theſe Doubts continue, 'they 
can only be calld Parliamentary Prelates, be- 
cauſe they have no other ſuperior Authority to 
aſcertain their Character. A Parliamentary 
Security may do'for other Funds, but not for 
thoſe, of Epiſcopacy and Religion. It is an 
Advantage indeed for them to — the Parlia- 
ment of their Side: But while a Parliamentary 
Sanction is their Final Appeal in Doubts, they 
muſt in all Reaſon be 
' 168. I] omit other Reflections upon this 
Act, and upon Bonner's Plea; but I muſt 
not omit” taking Notice of an Objection made 
by Bramball and Williams, which they ſeem 


to think a very ſmart one, viz. That if Neal 


* 


| cemed no more than 
| Parlamentary. 8 
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had inform'd Bonner of the Nag g- head Con- 
| fecration, Bonner would never have ground. 
ed his Plea againſt Horn, upon the Itegalin 

of the new. Qrdinal, but upon that ſham 
Conſecration at the Tavern. I anſwer, That 
Bonner's (not in his Tryal, for that his Ene- 
mies never dared to bring on, but in his 
Papers) alledging the Want of the Number 
of Biſnops preſcrib'd by the Statutes, as a 
Reaſon of his denying Horn to be a Biſhop, 
plainly ſhews he deſign'd to prove, that Horn 
was not conſecrated; according to the new 
Ordinal and Regiſter. That Ordinal requir'd 
the ſtatutable Number of Conſecrators, and 
the Regilier names them, and the Fact muſt 
have been notorious. Conſequently, Bonner 
could not poſſibly inſiſt upon the Detect of 
the Number of his Conſecrators, but in Sup- 
poſition of his Conſecration being perform'd 
at the Nag's-h:ad;, or ſome ſuch Way. Horn 
knew he had Proofs: of it, he dreaded: the 


Proofs, and therefore never brought it to a 


Tryal. If this had ever came on, Neal and 
others might have been produc'd for Wit- 
neſſes: And if Bonner's Plea drawn up in 

his own Hand, mentions that other Reaſon 
of the Ordinal not being re- eſtabliſh'd, it is 

nly a ſubſidiary Point of Law, which might 
be alledg d without granting the new Ordi- 
nal Was actually us'd in Horn's Conſecration. 
In the Scheme drawn up by Bonner, there 
was no Need to ſpecify the Proofs he defign'd 
to produce at his Trial, u 
aad a Mind to urge; and Horn's never daring 
to put him to his Proofs, is a convincing, Ar. 
gument, Phat his Cauſe, as io the very Fact of 


his 
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his Conſecration, could never ſtand the Verdict 
of a Jury, th&* never ſo favourable, as we 
have Already obſerv'd. ee AO 
169. What has been ſaid in this Paragraph, 
as well as in ſeveral Remarks from Hara. 
ing, Stapleton, Sandeiri, &c. ſhews, That al: 
tho' Catholicks urg'd, That the ne Biſn 
were illegally, as Well as invalialy ordain'd: 
Yet when they urge, That they were not 
conſecrated according io their , own ,1Statutes, 
they particularly mean, FO ane bs. their own 
new . Ordinal was not. uſed. Let me add; a 
farther Proof of this, from the Anſwer to the 
Libel of the Engliſh Juſtice. The Engliſh Edi- 
tion of this Book, has no Year, nor Place of 
the Printing in the Whole Title Page. How- 
ever, the Lord Biirleigh's Book, to Which it 
anſwers, was printed in 1583. and the Latin 


| Edition, Ad Frr/coatores. Anglos Reſponſio, was 


printed in the Conceitatio in 1589. The Author 
had been formerly a Parſon. chap. 3. Pag. 41. 
He ſays* © The Engliſh Clergy conſiſts of un- 
def Apoſtates —— That hey know, and 
« it has been proy'd in $5 Court, That they 

not only uſurp. thoſe Places (of Biſhops) 

« zgainft God's and the Church's. Laws, 
« but that they even were not made. and in- 
« veſted, according to the new Laus of th: Realm 
« ſpecially made for the Confecration of them”. 
In the Latin, which was done by the ſame 
Author, it is: Contra leges de illis creandrs & 
initiandis proprie. latas. Is it not evident, 
That the Laws ſpecially made for their. Conſe- 
ration, means the new Ordinal? It is there- 
lore evident, That Catholicks meant, that 


even That was not us'd in their ene 
| 4 ++ P 1 & 7 re 


FE nn _. 
Here then we have another early, and well 
inſormd Author, againſt the Lgmbeth Ac. 
count. » : | 
| 3 * 5 
Of the Heretical Opinions of the Authors of 
5 the new Ordinal. 


170. It is wonderful, how the Librarian 


treats this Point in his Nm Chapter. His 


Frſt e er e in it, ſeems a very unchari- 
table Inſinuation at leaft, and his next is a 
plain Contradiction to himſeif. His firſt Words 
are pag. 146. The Advantage that 1 65 from 
attempting to invalidate Parker's Conſecration, 
has brought every Thing in Play, that tends to 
deſtroy the Authority of the Ordmal ufd in that 
Ceremony. I with with all my Heart, That 
by the Advantage, he could be fairly under- 
| ſtood to mean any Thing better than, the Sug- 
geſtion he has unhappily given more than 
once, That it is not Truth but Intereſt that 
makes us maintain the Invalidity of Parker's 
Ordination ; and all the Anſwer this deſerves, 
is, to wiſh him better Sentiments, or better 
Expreſſions. He then ſays: At firſt it was 
denied, that the Ordinal was made uſe of at all, 
and this was what produced the Nag's-head 
Fable. Men indeed, That could be capable 
of denying notorious Facts, meerly becauſe they 
have an unjuſtifiable Intereſi to maintain, may 
well be capable of inventing a Fable. But 
it happens well for us, That he juſtifies us 
from the Calumny, by contradicting himſelf. 
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preſent, this Debate, ſays he, is reduced 5 Jo 


Comp! 

dinal was made uſe of at all; then the Fa# 
of Parker's Conſecration at Lambeth, was al - 
ready denied befor? the Nag's-head Affair was 
particularly publiſh'd. Conſequently, the Fa# 
of that Lambeth Account, muſt have been 
denied before the Beginning of K. James the 
Firſt's Reign, ſince even Le Courayer grants 
the Nag's-head Story was then produc'd. 
Nay, he very obligingly carries. this, Story up 
higher than the Year 1 88 For, he adds in 
the third Sentence of this Chapter: In Proceſs 


of time it was 2 this Ordinal was at that 


ſime (of Parker's Conſecration) contrary to 
Law. Theſe Words, plainly regard the Caſe 
of Bonner, which he had been ſpeaking of 
in the Chapter before. Since therefore that 
Objection made in 1564, in Bonner's Caſe, 
was made in Proceſs of time, that is, after the 
Denial of the Ordinal having been us'd at 


| all, we have this Denial carry'd up beyo 


the Year 1564. Conſequently, the Lamberh- 
notorious Fact was denied within about four, 
Years, after it is pretended to have happen'd. 
And, how could this be denied fo foon, un- 
leſs ſome other Conſecration, than that of 
Lambeth could then be produc'd.? And what 
other but that of the Ne ? It was not 
thereſore, the denying that the Ordinal was 
us'd, which producd the Nag'nbrad Story, 
but it was this Paſſage, which made Catho- 
1 deny the Ordinal had been usd at 
171. His next Propoſition is no leſs ſtrange, 
and contains. in . few Words, two Suppoſi - 
tions, which are both clearly wrong. At 
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tom an Ebb,” as as to maintain the Ordinal, 16 
* bee 7 ſe" arawn up by „ +5 Thi 


ppoles, A That the Nags-1 za "Cone: 
on) is an ObjeRtion, bien has in A Man. 
ner eb 2 away; whereas we have ſee it flows 
in upon them; as ſtrong as ever: And $: 
condly, That our main Argument b] 15 
becaule the Authors of the Ordinal were He: 
reticks, whereas this is, ſtrietly ſpeaking, 
none of our Arguments "at all. Id is true 
indeed, That when Rituals are drawn up by 
Hereticks, there is good Reaſon to examine 
them narrowly, to ſee if the Subſtance of Sa: 
craments is preſerved. This we find preſerved 
in the Enpliſh Ba im, but not in their Or: 
ders, We therefore alfovr N That, but not 
of | yh Nor do e "judge: of either pre- 
„ by their ' Hereſigs, but by examining 
— affects the Subſtance of Sacraments.” t 
was therefore entirely wtteſs for this At thor; 
— bring Arg unients to prove, That the rrors 
the Sabre or "Authors of the Ordi- 
00 are ficient to conclude the Qrdina- 
tions are : This we readily grant.” It 
WAS Wert? throwing away bis Erudition, 
to prove it againſt us. 25 I defy 1 to 
produce any Catholick, that ever grounded the 
p Alidit y of the. 1 liſh Glien fince the 


Beginning ef this Debate, upon this Prof i 
tien (hien He 7 dag. 153: is the 
Rere) That vr Inval; ty of an Ordinal, which 


otherwiſe We nears all that is eſſeutigl, depends up. 
an "the pr Opinions bf thoſe, " ho arew ii 
up. He at Yen ſeems ſomething ſenfible of 
this, and after Pains proved Againſt no Body 


(for ne Body Conteſts 0 That the Vatidity 
06s 


ſent. 
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does not depend on Men's private Errors, he 
adds, pag. 157. It may be ſaid . That # is 
true, the Miniſter's, Errors cannot <nvalidate 
Sacraments, Yet this is but a Iame-Acknow- 
ledgzment of a moſt certain Truth, ſince it not 
only may be ſaid, but moſt unqueſtionably is 
ſaid, and Was  conftantly ſaid b Eatholicks 
in this Debate, with a very general Cen- 
172. He then objects to himſelf, That it 
may de ſaid, that | Principle (of Ertors in the 
Authors not invalidating -an Ordinal) 7s gran- 
ted, but that the. Applitation iu this Gaſe, is 
not -juſt, ſince this Ordinal was dragon up in 
direct Oppoſition to, that uſed by the Church, - 


aud that the Change, is not in the Rite only, 


but an entire Change of t he Form. $f Now this 
not only may be objetted, but is fo. And 


we have proved the entire Oppaſition and 
the in 


Change. And. ag we have anſwer'd the. 
ſtance” he here brings of the A4an Baptiſn 
ſo it is nothing to Bis Purpaſe, to cite pas 
157. Theſe Words of F. Alexander. Si ad: 
jungeret—— verba non quaſi. pattem formæ Sa: 
cramentalis efſe vellet, Jed ut errorem ſuum in. 
dicaret,.aut alios in_eandem Heæreſim pertrabe- 
ret, vera efſet gc rata Conſecratio, modo inten. 
geret facere quod facit Eccleſia. For the famg 
F. Alexander, eyen as cited by ih Author, 


pag. 181. ſays expreſly : Aadiis verborum gue 
debitum forme Sacramentalts ſenſum corrumpunt, 


tollit veritatem Sacramentit. And again, he 
tax, only ſays, That an heretical Addition, 
does not invalidate a Sacrament, when the 
Addition (or Change) does not "affe# the 
Form, & tamen ſormam non afficiat nec in 

eam 
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tam reſundatur. Whereas we have ſeen the 
Engliſh Errors affect the Form, leaving out ei- 
ſential Expreſſions, uſed in all Ages, and de. 
termining the Ordainer, the Hrarers, and the 
Ordinal, to an heretical Senſe upon the princi- 
pal End and Function of the Order to be 
given. In vain does the Librarian tell us, 
pag. 158. That the Eugliſb Ordinal was not 
intended as an oppoſite Form to that of the 
Church, and that this is evident from the 
Declaration made by the Prelates and Drvines, 
who were deputed for this Wort; That they 
made the Canons of the Council of Carthage, 
their Rule to go by. For Firſt, They made 
no ſuch Declaration of not oppoſing the Form 
of the Church, and their whole Conduct, the 
whole Series of their Hereſies, ſhew they di- 
rectly contemn'd the Authority of the Church; 
and changed her Ordinal, becauſe they chang- 
ed her Doctrine. Secondly, If they declared, 
of which I find no Proof but Heylin's ſup- 
poſing it, That they made the Countit of 
Carthage their Rule, this was only a Pretence, 
juſt as they pretend to make Scripture and 
the primitive Doctrine, their Rule to go by. 
Will the Librarian pretend it is evident they 
intend no Herefies contrary to the Church, 
becauſe they pretend to take thoſe Rules for 
their pretended Reformation? Thirdly, As it 
is evident, the Council of Carthage delivers 
no particular Form, ſo it is manifeſt they a- 
bandon that Council in other Points con- 
cerning Orders, as well as in caſting out the 
leſſer Orders, of which that Council has a 
yery particular Account, "INT. 
5 173 
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173. Now as to the Fact, Whether thoe 
who drew up the Ordinal, were Hereticks, 
and particularly, in Point of Ordination, I 
beg leave to obſerve, That /e Courayer, ma- 
nages it in a very unaecountable and fal- 
lacious Manner, He pretends to prove the 
Majority of thoſe, who drew up the Ordinal, 
were not Hereticks; becauſe the Anſwers to 
moſt of the pa propoſed to them con- 
cerning the Sacraments, are moſt of them 
given oppoſite to the Errors of Cramer and 
Harlow, as may be ſeen in them at large, 
in the Reeords produced by Burnet and Col- 
lier; and he pretends the ſame Perſons were 
employed in drawing up the Ordinal, Who 
drew up the fir/t Liturgy. But how extreme 
ly fallacious is this Account? The Committee, 
in which thoſe Anſwers were given, conſiſted 
of eigbleen Biſhops and ſix Divines, in 1548. 
The greateſt Part of theſe, I grant, were Ca- 
tholicks. Accordingly, notwithſtanding ſome 
Changes in the Liturgy, the Body of the Ma/s 
was retaind, and the Canon of it, ſtill in 
Latin, The Year after, this Way of faying 
Maſs was ſuppreſs'd by Parliament. Another 
Committee, conſiſting only of- tx Biſhops and 
ſix Divines, drew up the 5 Liturgy in 
. Engliſh, It was therefore, as different a Ga 
mittee from the Former, as e:ghteen is from 
ſix Biſhops. It was a Committee of / Bi- 
ſhops alſo, and fix Divines, which drew vp 
the Ordinal, as the Librarian owns, pag. 198, 
He there names them; and the very Act (f 
Parliament for deviſing (that is the ſpecial 
Word) a new .Ordinal, mentions, That it 
was to be committed to fix Biſhops, and % 

FEM X Divines. 
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Dis ines. This Committee framed both the 


ſecoud Liturgy, and the Ordinal. But even 


this Committee was not of the ſame ſix Bi- 
ſhops, who drew up the firſt Engliſb Litur- 
gy, which was preſently ſuppreſs'd, as ha- 
Ving too many Remains of a Sacrifice. Day 
of Chiel eſter, and Thirlby of Weftminſter, were 


of the Committee, who fram'd the firft Li. 


turgy, but not of the Second, Burnet owns 


they proteſted in Parliament againſt the Aboliſh- 


ing the ancient Miſſals and Rituals, A Bill 
for the Form of ordaining Miniſters —— was 


agreed to; the Biſhops Dureſme, Carliſle, 
Worceſter, Chicheſter and Weſtminſter pro- 


teſting agaimſt it. The Librarian having read 
and quoted, pag. 199. ſuch Particulars, how 


could he pretend that thoſe, who gave Catho- 


lick Anſwers to the Queſtions, 1 548, were the 


fame who drew up the Ordinal ? And did he 


not 'know, That Heylin expreſsly fays, the 
Biſhop of Chicheſter was left out of the Commit- 
tee for the devifing the New Ordinal; and 
that Mr. Collier ſays, pag. 288. Phat Biſhop 
Heath was one appointed for drawing up the 
New Ordinal; but for refuſing to conſent 
to the Draught of it, was call'd before 
the Council on the 8th of February, and com- 
-mitted to the Fleet on the 8th of March. And 
do's not this ſhevr, That no Catholick Biſhops 
would allow theNew Ordinal ? 

174. The Librarian's Account is 'moreover 
fallacious; becauſe, altho? it were granted that 
thoſe, who are named to draw it up at firſt, 
were not Hereticks, yet thoſe, who had the 
final modelling, and the authorizing of it, 
vere certainly Hereticks, particularly in the 


Points 


(%%% : 

Points of Sarrifice and Orders. Eſpecially 
Cranmer, who was at the Head of all, in his 

Anſwers, which are at large in Mr. Collier's 

Records, expreſsly holds, That Biſhops and 
Prieſts are all. one, and not different by Chriſt's 
Inſtitution : That Conſecration is not required, 
but Election and Appoiniment even of the Prince, 
is ſufficient : That Laymen, in Caſe of Neceſſity, 
have Authority to make Prieſts, Cc. It is no 
leſs certain, he was a Heretick in Point of a 
Sacrifice. It is equally certain, That King 
Eduard was in the like Principles. Mr. Col- 
lier, pag. 332. concluding his Fourth Book, 
ſays, He was tinetur'd with Eraſtian Principles, 
gives @ hard Character of Biſhops, would have 
uo Authority given in general to Biſhops, was 
educated to an Opinion of his being the Foun- 
tain af all Spiritual as well as Temporal Power, 
and had an Averſion to the Maſs. Such a Me- 
tropalitan, and ſuch a Prince, would take Care, 
who they employ'd in deuiſing an Ordinal, 
that ſhould, leaye no Room for Maſs, or true 
Fherarchy. Such Men were eaſily to be pick'd 
out. And it is to be obſery'd, Fhat one only 
Biſbop, with ſix Doctors, was enough to caſt 
the Form: For, the Parliament had enacted, 
That ſuch, as it ſhould be deviſed by the Mi- 
jority of the Twelve, ſhould ſtand good as ſoon 
28 the King had put his Seal to it, which he 
certainly would never do, till he was fatisfy'd, 
That it ſufficiently excluded a Power of Sacri- 
fice, and leſt Epiſcopacy no more Power, than 
from his Deputation. The eſſential Conne 
tion, which was to be between the new L iturgy 
and the new Qrdinal, leaves not the leaſt Room 
to queſtion, what Sort 5 Men would be chofen 
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to frame it, and upon what Principles. The 
Share which Peter Martyr, Bucer, Alaſco and 
Calvin had in modelling the New Religion in 
thoſe Times, their Influence in abrogating the 
Firſt Liturgy, their Counſels in drawing u 
the Second, are too well known to be proved; 
and as they are reſented by Bret, Collier, and 
others, ſo thcy are very ſure Grounds to judge 
of the Senſe of the Ordinal, and the Deviſers 
of it. The two aud ſorty Articles were drawn 
up by Men of the like Principles. Cranmer, 
Þucer, Ridley, Alaſco, &c. who were the Chief 
at the Work, took Care thoſe Articles ſhould 
ſtill clearly tend to the ſame Doctrines, and 
confirm what Sort of Orders were meant. In 
thoſe Articles they allow only of two Sacra- 
ments; and after having ſpoken of Calling, and 
Sending, and Election, without one Word of 
Ordaining and Conſecrating, they add: Thoſ: 
we Allg lt to judge lawfully called and ſent, which 
be choſen and ſent by Men, who have publick Au- 
thority given to them. Burnet fairly owns, That 
this Article allows Laymen to be ſufficient Mi- 
niſters, without Epiſcopal Ordination ; and 


the very wording of it imports as much: And 


this is ſtill clearer from the next Article, which 
excludes Order from being a true Sacrament. 
And affirming it has no viſible Sign or Ceremo 


* 


ordain'd of God, they deny Impoſition of Hands 


to be a Sign ordain'd of God, to give inward 
Grace and Power, or any Power that may not 
be given by meer Human Authority, or by 
Commiſſion or Deputation from the Prince. 
In theſe Principles, to the Words of the Hats of 
the Apoſtles, where they ſay, when they had or- 
dain'd Elders, the Words by Election is 

7 : : t ruit 


1 (00 
thruſt in by Tindal, and retain'd both by 
Cranmer, and in the Editions of Q. Elab.ih ; 
tho? atterwards left out in the Bibles of K James 
the Firſt. A fair Hint, That till then, they 
thought Elestion without Ordination, enough 
for them. And can it be wonder'd, That ſuch 
an Ordinal, -drawn up by ſuch Men, and ſuch 
Principles, has been always thought invalid? 
175. The Librarian, pag. 151. would have. 
us think, That Cranmer had not the main In- 
fluence in framing the Ordinal. This he would 
infer, Firſt, Becauſe Cranmer was worſted in 
the Affair of the Si Articles, and the Majority 
of the Prelates and Divines oppoſed his Senti- 
ments upon the Queſtions propoſed in 1548. 
But how weak is this Inference, ſince thoſe 
Prelates were not of the Committee for the Or- 
dinal, and probably were left out of it, becauſe 
they oppoſed his Sentiments; and ſome of the 
Divines, Who then ſeem'd in Part to differ 
from him, were afterwards perverted. As to 
the Six Articles, they were made ſome Years 
before. Hereſy was now wider ſpread ; the 
young King was thoroughly tainted ; the go- 
verning Party was ſo too; and Cranmer, under 
the Name of the King, ruled the Church- 
Affairs, growing daily bolder in his Errors, 
and ſtronger in his Power and Adherents, 


What Wonder then, he ſhould be able to do 


now, what he could not before? 2405, He 
would infer, That Preſbyterian Principles did 
not regulate the Liturgy and Ordinal, becauſe 
Calvin was ſhock'd at Epiſcopacy being preſerv. d 
in Englaud. But the very Words he cites of 
Calvin, do not ſay one Syllable of the Ordinal, 
or of the Epiſcopacy in England, ſuch as it 
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was. And ſince Calvin cenſured, (for he was 
every where cenſorious; and as Mr. Collier ob- 
ſerves, thought himſelf wiſer than any, or all 
Churches either new or old,) ſince he cenſured 
other ſmaller Matters in the Engliſh Changes, 
and ſays nothing of the Epiſcopacy, it is a 
firong Argument, That he was well aſſur'd, 
That the new Epiſcopacy was not, at the Bot- 
tom, different trom ſuch a Church-Govern- 
ment as he allowed: Eſpecially fince he ap- 
lauds the Happineſs of England, in having 
ſuch aPrelate as Cranmer at their Head, to carry 
on the Work. Nor is there the leaſt Mention: 
of his diſapproving the Ordinal, or the Exgliſb 
Prelacy : While Calvin in his peeviſh Hu- 
mour grumbles ſo ſrerfully in that very Letter, 
at the Cuſtom ſome ſtill continued of Singing 
Veſpers in Latin; What would he have Aid, 
i if a Sacrifice, a Sacravient of Ordination, an 
4 Epiſcopacy of Divine Right diſtinit from Privff- 
| Hood, had been left in either the Liturgy, or 
Ordinal, or in the other Doctrines of the 
i New Set? And how unexa is Le Courayer ? 
How much muſt he be in extreme Need of 
3 good Proofs of his Aſſertions, while he brings 
j that for a great One, which ſays not a Tittle 
} of what he pretends, arid, in what it ſays, is 
5 very ſtrong, againſt him? 25 
1576. What is ſtill more ſurprizing in this 
Author, is, That he would perſuade his Rea- 
der, That Canmer did noi perſiſt in his Errors 
Ordination, pag. 1 52. and had at that Time, 
Gr framing the Ordinal,) changed his Sentt- 
ments, pag. 160, What Author has he for 
| this ſtrange Aﬀertion ? No one but Burnet, 
| who in Point of Hiſtorical Credit is become 
1 Bankrupt. 
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Bankrupt. And yet even Burnet in the Place 
cited, do's not ſpeak of Craumer's Sentiments, 
in Time of K. Edward, but in that of Herry 
the 8th. And how do's Burnet prove, That 
Craumer chang'd his Sentiments of Ordination ? 
Becauſe, ſays he, Cranmer ſubſcribed the Boo? 
that was ſoon after ſet out, which is directly con- 
trary to the Opinions ſet down in his Papers. But 
Alas ! This do's not prove he chang'd his Sen- 
timents; but, That he ſubſcrib'd againſt his 
Conſcience, as Burnet 1s forced to own of him. 
And thus Mr. Collier pag. 1 51. tells you, That 
after Cranmer's Oppoſition to the & Articles in 
1539, he grew Fable again, and ſubſcribed 
in 1543, the Book of Neceſſary Erudition, in 
which Tranſubſtantiation and other Doctrir es, 
which he abhorr'd, are fully aſſerted. Burnet 
aſſures you, Cranmer became a Lutheran in 
Germany, and yet he lived in the outward Pro- 

feſſion of a Catholick for ſixteen Years at leaſt, 
of Henry the 8th's Reign. And ſhould ſuch a 
Hypocrite in Religion, either be the Heroe of 

Burnet, or defended by the Librarian ? And 
when he appeals to ſome Writings found among 
Cranmer's Papers after his Death, in which, 
ſays he, pag. 153. He acknowledges Ordination for 
a Sacrament, he ſhould have added, That thoſe 
Papers are fign'd by Latimer too, and others of 
that Stamp of Men whovaried with the Times, 
and then the Reader would have ſeen, this 1s 
only another Inſtance of Granmer*s Pliableneſs of 
Conſcience, not of his Orthodoxy. Beſides, 
they are Papers fign'd.in K. Henry's Time, not 
in K. Eduard's. And what were Cranmer's 
Errors in theſe Points at that Time, and in 
which he perſiſted to the laſt, —— his 


falſe Retractation, which he preſently retracted 
X 5 again 
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again juſt before his Death,) we have a better 
Teſtimony in Mr. Collier, pag. 385. where he 
fays, That Crarmer, at his Trial, affirm'd the 
Power of the Keyes, . as well as that of the 
Sword, was lodged in th: Crown ; and pag. 367. 
That Cranmer, Rialey, and Hooper at the Di. 
ſputation at Oxford, denied the Sacrifice of 
Maſs, and ſeem'd to allow no xt} x- © 
cept that of Praiſe, Thanksgiving, Repen- 
tance, and Works of Charity. Why, le Cou- 
ayer, makes no mention of Cranmer's Senti- 
ments of a Sacrifice, I leave Him to ex- 
plain. | e e 
177, It is te be hop'd he will alſo. explain 
why he ſays in this ſame Chap. pag. 151, That 
the Committees, ſor framing the Liturgy and 
Ordinal, were guided with a Spirit and Defien | 
of moderating Malters in their Reformation of 
them. Sure, he does not think the Maſs and 
Pontifical, wanted any maderating and Keform- 
ing of Errors? Why does he repreſent Cran- 
mer and the Reſt, pag. 152. as Men only aim- 
ing at retrenching ſuch Things, as they judg'd 
Novel and 725 Ought he not to have ſaid 
one Word in paſſing, that they judg'd wrong 
at leaſt? Why does he ſay (ibid.) That by 
what they preferv'd, they remedied the Diſ-union 
of Catholicks ? Sure again, he would not in- 
inuate, That the new Liturgy has enough 
of the Maſs, to ſatisfy a true Catholick ? Or, 
that we are to blame for the unhappy Diſ- 
union? Why does he add (ibid.) They mad: 
as litile Change as poſſible, in Things relating 
to publick Service ? J will not think he believes 
nothing more of the Maſs, and Pontifical, and 
Sacraments, and Prayers, and Practices of the 
5 8 Church 
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Church could be left, but what 1s in their 
new Deviſes. oe 


8. 3: 


Of the Power of National Churches in the Ad- 


mintſtration of the Sacraments. 


178. This: is the Subject of his 10th Chap- 
ter. It is a Pity, That his Management of 


it is not as harmleſs, as the Subject it ſelf 
is almoſt entirely 2 to the Queſti- 
k 


on of the Validity of the Engliſh Orders. Of 
ſix and thirty long Pages, which this Chapter 
contains, there is not half that Number of 
Lines to the Purpoſe of Validity; and ſoarce 
half that Number of Lines which is not li- 


able to great Exceptions, and, I fear, to Cen- 


ſure} After all the unneceſſary Diſcourſe he 
runs into, upon the Power of national Church- 


es, in drawing up Rituals and Liturgies, 
he grants none have any Power to make 


ſuch Changes, as affe&t the Subſtance of Sa- 
craments: And he knows we grant, That 
other Changes (however illegally made) do 
not invalidate the Sacraments : Why there- 
fore, ſhould we imitate his ſuperfluous La- 
bour, in a long Examination of Things ſa 
very foreign from the Point ? But it will not 


be improper, in the Method wherein I am 


engaged, to make ſome few Remarks, ra- 
ther by Way of hindring unwary Readers 


from being deceived by his wrong Aſſertions, 
anations, than of 


and of defiring his Expl 
loading him with odious — 
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179. In the firſt Place, for Example, he 
Tells you, pag. 161. He does not only ſpeak 
of a ſimple Change in arbitrary Ceremonies —— 
fuch as every Body agrees, That particular 
Churches have a Power to alter, but alſo in 
the Adminiſtration of Sacraments. This wants 
a great deal of Explanation. For it natural- 
ly imports, That particular Churches (whe- 
ther they remain Catholick, or turn to He- 
retical Churches, and when conſequently they 
are no longer Churches) have Power to alter 
the moſt folemn Liturgies and Rituals, as 
well . as other ſmall and arbitrary Ceremo- 
nies. A ſtrange Liberty! A Liberty which 
would make all Divine Service and Admi- 
niſtration of Sacraments, a very uncertain 
Thing, and lay them open to as many Errors, 
as private Churches and Paſtors are ſubjed 
to. And what are they not ſubject to, when 
they wander from -fix'd Rules, ſettled Pra- 
ices, approved and long eſtabliſn'd in the 
umverſal Church? He ſays, indeed, Changes 
are not allowable, where they prejudite the Sub- 
#rdmation they owe to eath other. But what 
does this mean? If they owe a Snboratnation, 
even with Regard to ſuch Changes, then 
they are not at Liberty to make them; 


but their Power being Sbordimate, they are 


eonſequently Criminal, if they make ſuch 


Changes, as the Church, to which they are 


Subordinate, forbids or difallows. And will 
he deny the Church of England, was and 


ought to be Subordinate to that Church, from 


which it has revoked? She cannot therefore 
| he juſtify'd in the Changes ſhe has made. 
He ought alſo to have obſerv'd, That Mr. 
I | | Renaualt, 
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Renaudot in the Words he tites ffom him, 
of the Syriac Liturgies, ſays, the Changes 
they made, were ex Epiſcopuli Autoritate. 
Nothing of this can be juſtly ſaid of the 
Changes in K. Edward's Days, which We 
have ſeen in the Beginning of the Remarks, 
and in feveral other Places, were made then, 
as well as renewed again in Q. Elnabett's 
Time, not by Epiſcopal Authority, but in 
Oppoſition to the Body of Biſhops, both of 
England, and of the Church in peneral. 

180. Secondly, He ſquanders his Erudition, 
in proving That the Gretk and Latin Forms 
differ in Words. Who ever denied it ? But 
how does this prove What he would infer, 
pag. 167. That particular Churches, have ths. 
ſumed to themſelves an entire Liberty, in ma- 
king what Changes they pleaſe in Rituals? 
Is there no Difference between aſſuming a Li- 
berty, and having it allow'd them by Con- 
fent of a Church, to which they are Subor- 
dinate ? Is there none, betwixt ſome Liberty, 
and an ehtire Liberty? I it either Logical 
or Canonical, to argue a Facto ad Jus: They 
have done it, therefore, they may lawfully 
do it? And when from the Varieties, which 
are found in different Rituals, he infers, 
pag. 168, It has thoreſore always been thought, 
That every Church, much more every nation; 
Church (preſerving the Subſtance of Sacraments 
is Mifireſs, ſo as to alter —— as fhe ſhall 
fudge convenient; his Inference, is again very 
ſtrange from Fut io Right, and I know not 
how to reconcile him with the Council ef 
Trent, which condemns thoſe who fay, That 
the approved Ceremonies of the Church » 
the 
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the Adminiſtration of Sacraments, may be 
lawfully omitted or changed by any Paſtor 
of Churches : Per quemcunque Paſtorem Eccle- 
frarum. ſeſs. 7. Can. 13. It ſeems very clear, 
That the Council ſpeaks of particular Church- 
es, and denies the entire Liberty of ſuch 
Changes. 

181. What does he mean by extending the 
Power of particular Churches, to abrogating 
the Celibacy of Prieſts, and Communion in 
one Aind, &? Will he juſtify every 
Thing done by Hereticks, in Oppoſition to 
the moſt received Decrees ? Does he think 
even the Liberties of the Gallican Church, leave 
them an entire Freedom of transgreſſing the 
Decrees they have already received ? What 
does he mean, pag. 173. by limiting the 
Power of the Church of Rome over other 
Churches, and approving the new Treatife 
of the Authority of the Pope, Printed at the 
Hague in 1720? And in the next Page, Why 
could he not give to S. Auſtin the Apoſtle of 
England, the Title of Sant? It is well how- 
ever, That he there deſtroys all he has been 
ſaying. For he there ſays, That S. N 
had then Authority to preſcribe the Rites to 
uſed in Exgland. Now if he had Authori- 
ty to preſcribe, it is clear, That when they 
were preſcribed by Authority, they could not 
be reverſed, but with Conſent of that ſame 
Authority. He relapſes indeed again very 
ſoon, and fag. 180. He will not even allow 
the Church of Rome Authority, to oblige par- 
ticular Churches to fiick to the Decrees they 
have already received, and adds very fur- 
prizingly, i the Change of Diſcipline, which 
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is done with the Conſent of a Church, and a 
whole Nation, the Cauſe being very evident, and 


for Reaſons, which ſhe looks upon as grave and 


neceſſary, no other Church can oblige her to 


renounce ſuch an Alteration. Are we then 


to think he means the Engii/h Changes of 
Liturgy and Ordinal, were done with Con- 


ſent of the Church and Nation? Is ſhe the * 


final Judge upon ſo important Matters, in 
her own Caſe? Has no Church an Autho- 
rity to oblige her to re-aſume the Maſs again? 


Was the Cauſe of thoſe Changes evident, 


that is, evidently juſt ? Is it enough, That 


. ſhe looks upon the Reaſons to be Good and 


Grave 2 Is no other Church to be Judge ? 
In fine, are thoſe le Courayer's Lines, or did 
he not forget to tells us, he quotes them 
from Burnet and Bramball ? | 

182, When after theſe ſtrange Steps he 
comes, pag. 180. to tell us, That at leaſt Rome 


has not a Right to make Sacraments null, 


where the Subſtance of Forms is preſerved, he 
ſpeaks againſt no Body that we know of : For 
even He, knows we agree, no Church can an- 


nul a valid Form. And when he asks, pag. 


181, Who dares maintain, That the Additions 


made to the Engliſh Ordinal deftroy the Senſe of - 


the Form? We readily anſwer, We dare 
maintain it: And we are ſufpriz d, That any 


Catholick dares maintain the contrary, while 


the Church has been ſo uniform in denying - 


the Validity of ſuch Orders, and while we ſee 


the Rituals of all Churches, and all Ages 
have ever, in their Form, ſpecity'd the Order 


- given, except this only, deviſed by K. Ea- 
wards or Cranmer's Authority and Principles; 


and 


4 
and IM we find Nothing in the Form that 
expreſſes the Order, while we find the Que- 
| £4 and whole Proceedings in the Ordinal 


conſpire to ruin the true Notion of Epiſcapacy, 


and of a. Sacrificing Prieſthood, and eyery 
Thing able, which has any Foot-ſteps of 

| a. e, we cannot ſufficiently admire to hear 
him ay, That the Ordinal, excellently preſerve: 
ile Spirit of the Church iu the Ordination of Her 
Minifters. pag. 182. The Examples, which he 


much in "ob upon of the Rituals of the 


Greek Schiſmaticks, (even ſuppoſing the Forms 

of them drawn up fince their Schiſm, which 
he can never F as are rather againſt him : 
Far ſince the Church allaws their Ordination, 
and not That of the Engliſh, it is a plain Proof, 
that in this ſhe do's not find either the Spirit 
or the Subſtance of her Ordination; and the 


mpariſon confirms our Perſuaſion, That 


10 Dilierence i is in the Subſtance of the Forms, 
ince the univerſal Practice of the Church 
rees in re-ordaining the Exgliſh, and not the 
gebt. And we ſhall hereafter ſhew more 
fully, how inconſiderately he charges the 


Church, with re-ordaining the Exglib, upon 
Preiexts the moſt ine, the moſt eden 


in the Warld. ne could never ex- 
| eee Expreſſion from a 
lick, and there is ſcarce a harſher upon 

that Practice, even in Mr. Williams. 
183. It is true, pag. 194. where we object 
That thoſe Churches having chang'd their 
Rues, do's not prove they had a Right to do it, 
he calls this, a mw E ui vocat ion, and That by 


„„ 


wght to do it, he do's not mean they could 


lawfully ans, fuch Changes; but only, That 


they 


* ange 8 — 
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General Councils cannot 


| . 
they might do it, without invalidating the 


Sacraments. By what Name to call this Eva- 


ſion, I ſcarce know. But I have read of a 
ſorry Painter, who having drawa a tor a 
Sign of a Tavern, which ſhould have A 
Lion, inſtead of changing the Draught, writ 
under it, this ig the Sign of the Lion. Thus, af- 
ter the Librarian has long been arguing for a 
Right, even fo great a Right, That Rome, and 

ſtly 3 it, he at 
Length writes under it, This Right is not 
Right, but Wrong. And then, to what Pur- 
poſe is all this long CR to prove, That if 
the Changes do not affett the Subſiance, they 


do not invalidate the Sacraments? This is 


diſputing with Men in the Air: For no Catho- 
licks queſtion it. What makes this Chapter, 
as it is certainly ſuperfluous at leaſt in this Re- 
_ look alſo extremely ſuſpicious, is, That 
this very Point, and almoſt in the very ſame 
Words of the Power of National Churches in 
changing Liturgies and Rites, was one of the 
Points propoſed to be diſputed in the Begin- 
ing of Queen Elzabeil's Reign, as a Ground 
of her intended of Religion, And 
without doing any Injuſtice to the Li- 


brarian, who ſeems to have copied a Part of 
the Arguments then -pgopoſed by the Here- 


ticks for the Affirmative Side of the Que- 
ſtion, they argued much ſtronger, (tho in the 
main very falſly,) than he has done; as may 


be ſeen in Collier's Hiſtory, where he gives 
a large Account of their Arguments. I will 
only add, That where he ſays, pag. 196, 
That it is evident we don't think a | 
of Kites alone invalidates: the Sacraments, ſince 

we 
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„we allow the Engliſh Baptiſm, he ſays very 
true. But fee how unaccurately he ſpeaks ? 
For he adds, That in the Engliſh Adminiſtra- 
tion of Baptifm, all the Form is alter d, except 
the Invocation of the Holy Trinity; the Prayers, 
the Unttion, the Exorciſms are all chang'd or 
ſuppreſ#d. But who pretends theſe are any 
Part of the Form? When therefore he asks, 
My theſe contrary Steps, theſe contrary Mea- 
fures as to their Ordinations ? The Anſwer is 
ready: Becauſe in theſe, the Church finds Her 
. Form is wanting, in Baptiſm, only her Cere- 

Monies. | : _ 
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| Whether the New Ordinal was made by the 
Eccloſiaſtical, or bythe Secular Authority. 


184. As it is hard to diſcover what other 
End there could be in the greateſt Part of the 
Librarian's tenth Chapter, but to juſtify their 
\ Liturgy, and all their Religious Service; and 
ma Word, almoſt all t hey have done in the 
Changes of Religion in England, rather than 
the Validity of their Orders; ſo I cannot ſee, 
but the Eleventh Chapter is rather a Defence 
of the Oath of Supremacy, than of their Or- 
ders. This Chapter therefore of his, will de- 
mand his Explications; but as to the main 
| Queſtion of the Engliſb Orders, will require 
but very few Remarks from us: For, it is 
not from the Authority by which Ordinals are 
made, That the Validity muſt be judged of, 
but by the Subſtance of them. However, as 
the Heretical Opinions of thoſe, who were the 
Deviſers; fo likewiſe, an unwarrantable Au- 
. - thority 


* 


* 


within the Bounds of their Authority, all was 
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thority aſſumed either by a National Church) 


or by any Ciyil Power in altering Rites, juſily 


makes ſuch Alterations very ſuſpicious z ſince 
it may very well be apprehended; That Some- 
thing eſſential is wanting in fo great a. Con- 
currence of Irregularities. To hear the Libræ- 
rian talk of theſe Matters, there were, ſcarce 


any Irregularities. The pretended Reformers 


did not exceed their Powers, the -Princes kept 


right enough, only the Title of Supreme Head 
of the Church of England, he allows, has 
ſomewhat odious in it, and ſcandalous. That 
ſomewhat, is a very loft Word. And when he 
adds, pag. 202. That a Man cannot without 
| Prevarication and Schiſm, attribute to the King 


all the Rights, Privileges, and Juriſdict ions, 


that ever appertain'd to any Spiritual Power, he 
thinks he has ſaid enough o give no Suſpicion, 
That he approves in any Degree, a Change made 
in this Reſpect in the Church of England. But 
alas! This is the Story again of the Picture of 
the Dog and the Lion: For, when he comes 
to explain what Authority the Kings of Eug- 
land aſſume, he would perſuade his Reader 
they extend it no farther, than to a Power of 
ſupporting the Church by the Temporal 

Svrord and Authority: | 


185. If it were not, for: ſwelling theſe Re- 


marks with Things in a great Meaſure foreign 


to the Queſtion of Validity, 1 could with a 


great deal of Pleaſure, trace the Regal Supre- 
macy in England, from it's firſt Steps to all 


it's Advances, as they are very ſinely and ſo- 
lidly deduced, by the Excellent Author of 
Church Government. part 5th... But then J 

en y, 611d 
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would premiſe with him, as I now do, That 
J meddle not at all with the Supreme Power 
in all Civil Matters, but only in Things 


purely Spiritual and Ecclefiaſtical. At preſent 
Iwill only obſerve, That after all the Librarian 


has ſaid to mollify the Supremacy, and Oath 
of it, eſtabliſn'd in England, he do's by no 
Means abate any Thing of the Error it con- 
tains, in excluding the Fope's Spiritual Supre- 
macy. The pretended Explications given, 
either by Convocations, or by Q. Elizabeth, 
and K. James the Firſt, or by ſome Proteſtant 


Writers, are not Explications, but perfect In 


conſiſtencies with the Oath, Neither O. Fliza- 
beth's, nor K. ums Explications have re- 
peal'd the Acts, by which the Supremacy, 
and the Oath are eftabliſh'd. Queen Elizabeth 


 expreſsly declares, ' ſhe challenges that Supre- 
macy, which even K. Edward the Hu chal- 


lenged; and That Supremacy is ſuch, that 
he declared himſelf, the only Supreme Head on 


Earth of the Church of England ; and that he 
has, All Authorities and Furifdittions belonging 


to the Supreme Head. If then, O. Fl:izabeth 
or other Proteſtants pretend to explain it fo, as 
not to aſſume any Spiritual Authority, they do 
not explain it, but contradi& /it, and them. 


ſelves: For certainly, Al and None, are ſuf. 


cient Contradictions. And, as far as the 
Pope is excluded from any Spiritual Authority 


in England, they neither hive given any Ex- 
plication, nor can that Excluſion be main- 


tain'd. To exclude it, is not only Prevarica- 


dien ard Schifm, as the [Wrarian" tenderly 6x 
' prefles it, but Here). 


196. More 


* 
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London,) Se., Ey which it plainly ße 
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186. Moreover, with Regard to the Ordi: 
nal, it is very fallacious in the Librarian to 
draw us off to pretended Explications given 
to the Supremacy afterwards, when now the 
Engliſh themſelves began to be in Part aſha- 
med of it. As far as it influenees the Ordi- 
nal, it is to be conſider'd, what was aſſumed 
by K. Eduard at the Time when the Ordinal 
was made: And at that Time, we have ſeen 


Mr. Collier p. 167. forced to own, That ſuch 


a Supremacy was aſſumed, as ſeems utterly in- 
conſiſtent with the Divine Commiſſion of Biſhops. 
And every Body knows, That Heylin com- 
plains it Was the Intent of the Ruling Party 
then, by Degrees to weaken the Epiſcopal Order, 
by foreing them from their Strong Hold of Divine 


| Inſtitution, aud making them no ether than 
the King's Miniſters, 2 bis Eclefiaſftichl 
7 


Sheriffs, 10 execute his Will, and diſperſe his 
Mandates ——Thbe Biſhops of thoſe Times were” 
vat in a Capacity of conferring Orders," but as 
they were thereunto umnpower?d . @ Special 
Licence, &c, Hiſt. Ret. pag. I. And how 
far he carried his Power in Spirituals, and 
what were his, and the then prevailing Prin- 
ciples concerning Epilcopacy,. We have a gla- 


fing Inſtance in his Patents to Alaſco. They 


run-thus, as cited in Proteft. Demonſt. pag. 18. 
« Edward the Sixth; King of England, on 
« Earth under Chriſt, .of-the Church of Eng- 
* land and Ireland Supreme Head; We will 


© That OE Alaſco, a Polonian born, he 


the firſt and preſent Biſhop, or Superinten- 


dent of the ſaid Church, (of Stra 


s at 
| | Ars, 
That a Biſhop, and Superintendant, was with 

| Y 2 .. 


. 
them the ſame Thing, and that they derived 


their Authority from the King. 


187. Another Fallacy of the Librarian in 


this Point is, That howevever in fine, you ex- 


plain the King's Spiritual Supremacy, it is 
certain and evident, That the Ordinal has all 
it's Force and Authority not from the Eccleſia- 


ſtical, but from the Civil Power : For, it was 
the Parliament, (which is a Temporal Power,) 


that order'd it to be made; nor can it properly 


be thought a Spiritual Power, both becauſe it 
decides by Plurality of Secular Voices, and 


may not only, but actually do's-often decide, 
either without the Plurality of Biſhops, or a- 
gainſt it. The Body of the Clergy had no 


Share in the Ordinance, much leſs the whole 
Authority to order it. It was no Synod, nv 
Council, no Convocation, that either appointed 


a New One to be made, or the Perſons to 


make it. . Thoſe who were named to do it, 
were named by the 2 They acted, not as 


the Clergy's, but as the 
When drawn up, it neither had the Review, 


ng's Commiſſioners. 


nor the Conſent of the Clergy: On the con. 

trary, ſuch as oppos'd it were impriſon'd, or 

at leaſt not minded. Oh! but (ſays the L. 

brarian,) the King and Parliament did not 

compoſe it; it was made by Biſhops and Di. 

vines. But alas! by what 1 what Di. 
* 


vines? Such as were either rank 


eſbyterians 


or. over-ſway'd by ſuch as were - ſo. An 
then, what a wretched Argument is this: The 
King did not compoſe it, therefore it is not 


7," 


o 


oy 
- 
* 
, 
* 


his Act, nor by his Authority. Are no Pro 


clamatjons, nor Speeches the King's, unleſs he 
compoſes them himſelf ? _ 1 of 
| 185 
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tual Matters. And altho' this Promi 


yet it moderates their 


. 1 

188. And here J would leave this very ſu- 

rfluous and very ſtrange Chapter, only that 
think, I ought not to omit obſerving, That 
the Librarian is fo bent to a Wrong Method of 
defending the Proteſtant Cauſe, That he is 
pleaſed to approve of Bramball's Saying, That 
the Supremacy-Statute'oug ht not to be attributed 
to the Church of England, ſince that Henry the 
Sth was not then à Proteſtant. pag. 211. But 
vihatever Henry the 8th then was, it is cer- 
tain the Supremacy' was carry'd much 
farther in K. Edward's Days; and, as it then 
ſtood, it muſt be attributed to Proteſtants. Be- 
ſides, it was entirely repeal'd by O. Mary, and 
re-· eſtabliſn'd by Q. Elizabeth, and fo rejected 
by the Whole Epiſcopal Body, That all of 
them, but one weak Man, loſt their Biſho- 


pricks for rejecting it. The Author of Church. 


Government. part 5. cap. 2. F. 20. would have 
informed the Librarian, how the Catholick Bi- 
ſhops were trick'd into it at firſt; That the 
Antiq. Brit. owns, That Cranmer, and Crom 
well were thought to be the Authors of the Ad- 
vice; That the Clergy, even then ſenſible of 
the Danger of the Church being ruin'd 
by Princes under this Title, ordering Spiritual 
Matters without, or againſt the Clergy, obtain'd 
of the King a Promiſe, That he would never, by 
Vertue of that Grant, do any Thing without 
them, in alterine, ordering, or judging 1 
. and 
their Fears, (which as Dr. Hammond acknow- 
ledges, was the Motive,) cannot excuſe them 
Guilt; and their gene- 
rous, as well as unanimous rejecting it, after 
Experience had taught the fatal Conſequences, 
is a great Atonement, | "ou 
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189. Upon this Occaſion I. cannot omit 
That memorable and edifyin ng Paſſage of Bp. 
Gardiner, related in the Wardword, printed in 
1559, pag. 47. where ſpeaking of _ famous 
Sermon which that Biſhop made at St. Paul's 
Croſs, before the greateſt ; Auditory that per- 
haps England ever ſaw, He ſays; © He there 
cc * 4 hearty and humble Accuſation of 
„ himſelf for his Fall, and conſenting to K. 
« Henrys Will, in that Book de verd Obedien 
be fia, — he did utter with ſo great Ve- 
57 hemency ot Spirit; and Abundance of Tears 
& 4s he could not go forward, and was forc'd 
e divers Times to make ſome Pauſes —— 
“ That there was no Fiction or Diſſimula- 
* tion in this Act of his; the End declared. 


« For, when he fell fick, and drew near unto 


“ his Death, he defired the Paſſion of our 
F Saviour. might be read to him; and when 
F* they came to the Denial of St. Peter, and 
* how after Chriſt had looked back upon 
ve him, he went out and wept bnterly ; the 
4 Biſhop cried, and bid them ſtay there, and 
& fee whether his {weet Saviour would vouch- 
c ſafe alſo to look back upon him, and give 
* him ſome Part of St. Peter's Tears; for, 
* faith he, Negavi cam Petro, exivi cum Petro, 
& ſed nondum flevi amarè cam Petro. T have 
&« denied Chriſt with Peter, (meaning that 
60 Subſcription of the Supremacy of K. Henm,) 
“J have gone out with Peter, (meaning the 
Participation of that Schiſm,) but yet I have 
e not wept bitterly with Peter, ſo bitterly as I 
© ſhould do; and by often Repetition of theſe 
£ Words, and asking God Forgiveneſs, with 
1 Cries and Sighs, he entertain d himſelf until 
| F fe 
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« great Floods of 'T ears came down . 
46 him, and ſo gave up. the Ghoſt,” 


(CHAP. IX. 


cru, upon the Liarian's Tote 
Chapter. : 


-Hatever Opini ion Le 8 

upon this Subject, may give the 
World of him in other Reſ pects, it will ne- 
yer make him paſs for an accurate Divine. 
There is a remarkable Untheologicalneſs in moſt 
Places, where he ſpeaks of any Divinity Que- 
ſton. It is not from a cenſorious Humour, 
that J make this Remark, but that Catho- 
licks may be the leſs ſtartled at, and Prote- 
ſtants the leſs fond of his Authority, which 
muſt here needs be very little, while (hov/- 
ever learned he may be in other Ref; pects) 
he ſhewys ſo little Exactneſs in Divinity. Let 
the very Title of this Chapter be an Inſtance, 
It ſtands thus: The Doubts of the Diviner, 
who look upon the En gliſh Ordinations as null, 
are not ſufficient io U them dubious, nor 
conſequently invalid. Now it is very clear, 
That nothing of a Divine can pretend, that 
Doubts, however probable, can make a Sacra. 
ment mull, or invalid. All that is pretended 
from the "Doubts of the Engliſh Ordinations, 
is, that even ſuppoſing them valid at the Bot- 


tom, yet the N are ſuch, That their 
14 Validity 


I = 


r . 
Validity is not certain, but at moſt only pro- 
bable, and that conſequently, they ought to 
be re-iferated according to a more certain Man- 
ner. Neither Champney, and much leſs Inno- 
cent the Eleventh, as the Librarian very un- 
theologically pretends pag. 228, go upon this 


Ground, That a dubious Form makes Sacra- 


ments. invalid. They go. upon This, That 
the Reverence due to Sacraments, and the 
fatal Confequence to the Receiver, make it 
unlawful to depend upon a probable Mat- 
ter and Form, where a fecurer may be had. 
And this leads me to conſider more parti- 
cularly, ſome of 
ofiithis Chapter. 


100 | | LY 155 
The Librarian? frange Aſſertigns, That the 


Doubts of the Engliſh Orders are frivolous,” 


and the new Ordinal ds probable, at leaſt, as 
tht. Funeral ho 44 ab49n 55 | 


191. While the preſent univerſal Practice of 
the Church continues, no Catholick, I believe, 
ever imagin'd to find a Catholick Writer at: 
firm, That it is grounded upon frivolous, and 
unreaſonable Doubts.' As to the Ordinal, the 
Librarian pretends to have demonſtrated from 
Morinus, That Impoſition of Hands is the ſol- 
Matter: But let him be cited never ſo oſten, 
it will ſtill be intolerably preſuming, to deny 

a Probability to the Opinion of thoſe, who 
maintain, That the Ordination is dubious; 
here that atlgne is uſed, As long as the 
Florentine Decree, and the Practice of the 

| e 


the unaccountable Aſſertiong 


— 
Church, Which we have inſtanced in the Caſe 
of the Biſhop of Avelins, ſhall ſtand as they 
do, this can never be denied. But what is 
above all Meaſure ſurprizing here, is to find 
Le Cournyer daring to ſay, pag. 219. It is 
not true, That the New Ordmal uſed” from 
Edward the Sixth's Time, 1s no more than proba- 
ble, and it is yet leſs true, that it may be leſs pro- 
bably valid than the «ther, Sure he here for- 


8. 


gets, That he had cited . Morinus with Appro- 
bation, ſaying, pag. 108, J Juppeſe no Body will 
deny, That it ts certainly a Poiut of Faith to 
believe, That a Sacrament an Wi accord. 
ing to the Rite 4 the. Roman Pontifical or Ritual 
is duly adminiſtr:d, and, validly; ib it is not 
neceſJarily a Point of Faith, That the Form or 
Matter conſiſts in ſuch or ſuch Thmgs, unleſs. 
the Church ſhall Jo, deglare it, And can any, 
Thing of a Divine ſay, That two Ordinals are 
equally, probable, while the Validity of one is 
certainly of Faith, and the other much con- 
troverted, or rather univerſally denied by 
all Catholicks? And why do's he affect to 
ſay here, That the Pontifical is modern in 
thoſe Things, wherein it differs from Cran- 
mcr's Presbyterian Ordinal? Why do's he 
ſay, pag. 220. That this expreſſes the prin- 

cipal Function, Power, and Intention of the 
Order, with the ſame Exattneſs as the Roman 
Pontifical, We have, and ſtill farther ſhall ſee 
the contrary. And his attributing to the Or- 
dinal the 17 Exactneſs, is now leſs ſurpriz- 
ing, after what we heard him fay. To 
which Iwill add here what I forgot above, 
That pag, 155. he is pleaſed to ſay, they cor- 
refted the Ritual, J hope that Expreſſion of 
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forrefting; 
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. is only one of his many unaccurate 
Slips. of the Pen. But I am leſs able to ac- 
count for his ſaying, pag. 154. That Ordina- 
tion mprents, if you pleaſe, a Character. May 
you hold it imprints a Character if /o, you 
pleaſe, or if you pleaſe hold the contrary, 


7 


tbo the Council of Trent, Sefs. 7. Car. 2 L's 
A- 


defined, That it imprints an indelib 
,,,, CTCL. 

192. When now the Fibrarian comes to ac- 
count for the general Practice of Re- ordaining 
the Engliſh, there is ſuch a Shocking Air in 
what he ſays, That it requires fome Temper 
to refute him ciyilly. It was the litthe Learn. 
7g, ſays he, pag. 223. of the Divines of thoſe 
Days, © The greateſt Part of whom had but 
x cartel ape, indigeſted Ideas of what we 
call the Matter and Form of Sacraments, 
« the Indignation of Q. Mary — the Zeal 
de of the Catholicks, who, to render the Per- 
& ſons and Conduct of the Reform'd Biſhops 
te more odious, were tranſported to be able to 
frame to themſcives .fomewhat of Invali- 
4 dity in their Ordinatjons.” —— Good God! 
I i 2 Catholick, that thus makes the Zeal of 
Religion no better than a blind Paſſion, by 
which they were tranſported to make their 


| Adverfaries odious ? And whither were they 


tranfported ? Into Sacrilegious Re-ordinations, 
and upon frivolous Reaſons. Les; Rather 
than not make the Re form d, (pretended muſt 
not be added,) odious. I hope too, I may 
with Civility ask, Who licenſed the Librarian 
to contemn Cardinal Poole, Gardiner, Tonſtal, 
Bonner, Heath, Chriſiat kor ſon, and ſuch others; 


Privdes the.pwo famops Ne Carrama, and . 


Otherz 
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others from Hain, and a great Number in 
England, in Q Marys Days; Sapleton,; 
Harding, Allen, Briſtow, 8c: In the Begin- 
ning 27 Q. Elxabeth: Campian, Parſons, Nel. 
liſon, a 2y, &c. In the latter Part of her 
Reign, a | Fe Fon of K. James the Firſt; 
and all ſince, who have continu'd to look. 
upan the Engliſh Ordinations invalid, for Men 
of I tle Learning, and of confuſed, indigeſted 
Ideas in ſo great a Point ? They knew. not in 
England, they .knew not in France, in Spain, 
in Germany, in Rome, no Catholicks knew + 
only y 750 | Horn, Maſon, Bramball and 
Burnet knew, what belong'd to the Eſſentials 
of Ordination. This is his Syſtem, This his 
Opinion of the Church for above a Hundred 
and Fifty Years. We were at Length to have 
one Man, (Le Courayer the Man,) who was to 
diſpel our Ignorance, and all the Horrors of 
Sacrilege in which we had involved the 
World upon frivolous Reaſons, and Trans 
ſports of Paſſion. But alas We don't yet 
find, as I have already obſerv'd, That the 
Church hearkens to his Voice. We hope he 
will always hearken to her Voice, and not 
condemn her conſtant Practice, till he brings 
Her new Reaſons. Hitherto, he has only rum- 
maged up the old ones, with many Addities 
u .--. ct nei” 6 bers - | 
193. And here in this Chapter he only re- 
beats again Part of what he had ſaid aga inſt the 
4 A 4 and for Barlow. I ſee. Nothing 
added, unleſs, perhaps, he thinks it fomething 
new, what he ſays, pas: 226. That Barlow, 
forced to = 


# 
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teftants — he might take off the Mast and own, 
That he was* no more than a Nominal Biſhop. © 
Aﬀer Barlaw had vilely diſſembled his Senti- 
ments and obtain'd his Liberty by a falſe Re. 
cantation, he left the Kingdom. This, the Li- 
brarian calls, being forced to ſeek Refuge. For 
one, who had his Conſcience ſo much under 
his Command, the Hopes of recovering his 
Drgmity were fufficient Reaſons not to un- 
mask. But what follows, pag. 227. is more 
ſingular. “ The Fable of the | Nag's-Head, 
„ fays he, was the Argument and Demonſtra- 
4 tion to which our Divines ſubmitted, for 
« Want of Opportunity to ſatisfy themſelves of 
ce the Falſhood and Ridiculouſneſs of that 
& Chimera.” Not to inſiſt upon the Boldneſs 
of charging our Divines with ſubmitting to 
ridiculous alſhoods, in ſo nice a Matter as Re- 
ordinations, he here again plainly contradicts 
himſelf. Whatever Appearance that Tavern- 
Buſineſs might otherwiſe have, the Notions of 
thoſe New Prelates make it not at all ſtrange 
they ſhould think ſuch an Ordination ſufficient : 
Or the more ſtrange you pretend this is, the 
leſs poſſible could it be, That our Divines 
ſhould credit fo ſtrange a Thing upon light 
Grounds, and credit it fo far, as to take it for a 
Demonſtrat ion, and proceed to Re-ordinations 
upon it. And if that Story was ſo demonſtra- 
tively falſe, if Parker's Conſecration had been 
publickly N at Lambeth, if Thouſands, 
as Bramball ſays, were preſent, if publick Re- 
cords and Numbers of living Witneſſes at- 
| teſted it, it is a perfect Contradiction to ſay our 
Divines wanted an Opportumiy, to inform 
themſelves of ſo notorious a Fact. The Li. 
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. brarian talks much of demonſtrating ; but 
there is nothing in him ſo like it, as where 
thus, he demonſtrates againſt himſelf. 

1094. As to his adding, (id). All the World 
Vave at preſent given it up, aud We are even 
alhamed for our 33 being ſo far credu- 
lous , T muſt beg Leave to ſay, That we are 
aſhamed for Him, to hear him affirm we have 
given it up. His pretended Demonſtrations 
againſt it, have ſo enforced it, That at preſent 
there 1s leſs Appearance than ever of our giving 
it up. But when fag. 228, he ſays of the 
whole Doubt of the Engliſh Ordinations, 
That, I. ſubſits only, becauſe there is a View aud 
| Intereſt in Doubting, he deſerves a more ſevere 
| Reproof than I care to expreſs, while it is in 
Reality making Catholicks guilty of Sacrilege 
in re-ordaining upon no better View than In- 
tereſt. St. Auſtin ſpeaking to Julian the Pela- 
gian Heretick, lib. 1. ſays: Quos et guales 
viros, et gquantos fidei deſenſores, tam execra- 
bil: Crimmatione appetere,audeas, fi eviguas, in- 
tucre. What the Saint adds, is ſo ſtrong, 
That I am unwilling to make a farther Men- 
tion and Application of his Words. 


"= 


e Librarian's range Aſſertions concerning 
the. Sacerdotal Power, and Sacrifice of the 
Church. „ 


195. After the Librarian had thus unac- 
countably laſh'd out againſt all Catholicks, the 
Authors of the Journal of Trevoux, may vory 
well be unconcern'd at the perſonal and 

ä ls 


C | 
has at them: And tho I have not ſeen theit 
Memoirs of Jate Years, yet I doubt not but 


they have fully anſwer d him. A very eaſy 


Matter it certainly is, as to what he begins to 
ſay from pag. 230. His Flirts at thoſe learned 
Mien as being Frobabiliſts, are entirely foreign 
to the Purpoſe, and as ſuch T leave them. 
Only I muſt beg Leave to fay, That certainly 
one, who can pretend, pag. 219. the new Or- 
dinal is as probable at leaft as the Pontifical ; 
and that Craumer, and his choſen Aſſociates 
were perſuaded they did follow the moſt ſur: 
and nig probable Opinipn, fag. 228. and can 
approve of their Ferſuaſion, as he do's pag. 
229. in thinking it the moſt ſure and moſt pro- 
ble to abandon the Pontifical for a new De-. 
wile of their own'; He, 1 ſay, That can 
*haye'theſe Notions, cannot poſſibly be thought 
to have a right Theological Notion of proba- 
ble Opinion, as it is ſtated by thoſe Divines, 
at whom he ſeems to have a Grudge. Eſpe- 
cially ſince he ſeems pag. 231. to imagine 
That the Probatilifts think the meer arbitrary 
Opinions of Divines, may be Authority e- 
nough to determine the Eſſentials of Ord ina- 
tion: This is all a Miſtake. They only pre- 
tend; That ſince Divines, upon conſulting 
Tradition, as far as it appear'd in ſeveral an- 
cient Remains, as well before, as after the 
Works of Morinus, are ſtill divided in their 


Sentiments, Probability cannot without Inſo- 


lence be denied to the Opinion of thoſe 
Divines, whoſe Learning is en. That moſt 


certainly fo unaccurate a Divine as the Libra- 
rian, is not licens' d to contemn them. Eſpe- 
cjally ſimce we fee Rome has ſueh a Regard 5 
= oo theif 
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ordination, where-ſfuch Things were omittell, 
as they probably judged were eſſential, while 
Cranmer, and the Librarian, it ſeems, are 


pleaſed to think etherwiſe, 


196. His Want of Accuracy in what ifol- 
lows is ſtill much «worſe. The J aurnaliſts of 
Trevoux had propoſed the . Argument againft 
the Eugliſb Ordinal, from its. not giving. Power 


10 Sacrifice. The 'Librarianiis pleaſed .toifay : 


I know not whether they pretend to propoſe. tows 


here ſomething new. I ſuꝑpoſe. this: is not very 
ſerious. For ſince he mult needs know, it is 


an Argument our. Authors have inſiſted upon 
from the Beginning of this 1 is 
no Probability, that it could be thaught by 


Men of ſo much Literature, To. converſant in 
all Sort of Authors, to be a Nev/ Argument. 
It were need leſs either to repeat. here, what 1 


„ from Hareling s urging againſt 


Jewel, the Argument of their having no true 


external Sacrifice, or to load this Section with 


a great Number of obvious Quotations from 
our Controvertiſts uſing the ſame Argument. 


Vet it may not be improper to quote ,thefe 


Lines ſrom Mr. Collier, pag. 380. “ A Book 


calPd, A profitable and neceſſary. Doctrine, &c. 
was publiſh'd by. Banner, in which he Or- 
&« dinal made in the late Nuigu, is deeply cen- 


ſured, and the Conveyance of any Chara- 


“ Cter ſeems denied. The Reaſon aſſigned is, 


becauſe in the Reformd Ordinal, at the 


% our Saviour in the Maſs. ren 7 
ſhev/, That the Argument is as ancient as the 


Ordination of Prieſts there is no Authority 
given them to offer the Body and. Blood of 
3.” As theſe. Lines 


firſt 


„ 


ſhew, t it was notoriouſly the Senſe of the 


Sacrificing Power. . | 
1097. The Truth is, ſays Le Courayer, That 
Champney formerly inſiſted upon it, and that 


Maſon anſwer'd him in an entire Book. He 


adds: The Objection of the Journaliſis is ex- 
a ctly the ſame, and has nothing in it that de- 
ſerves a new Anſwer. Is the . then 
ſatisfy'd with Maſon's Anſwer ? For what, in 
fine, do's Maſon ſay, but ſuch outragious 


Things of the Sacrifice of Maſs, as thould 


for ever make any Catholick abhor the 
Thoughts of quoting him with Approbation. 


We have ſeen his Preface ſpeak of Sacrificing, 


as a Human Invention : That was not enough 


for his violent Pen; he there, preſently after, 


calls it a Sacrificins Momination. In the Fifth 


Book of his firſt Engliſh Edition, pag. 241. he 


ſays, the Sacrifice meant by the Holy Fathers, 
25 not properly propitiatory, nor properly a Sacri- 


ice, but only a Commemoration and Repreſenta- 


tion of the ſovereign Sacrifice. Can Le Conrayer 
think this 1s all that Catholicks believe of a 
Sacrifice? Is it not a Contradiction in Terms 
to the Council of Trent? But, Maſon, not con- 
tent with oppoſing our Doctrine, muſt revile 
it too, as violently as he can; and pag. 260. ſays, 
Jour ſacrificing Friaſtbood 15 ſacrilegious and 
 abomimnable in the Sight of God ——— And an 
Anticbriſtian Practict. And pag. 261. Tour 
Maſing and i ys; 1s ſimply Aenne Is 
this one of the Librarian's favourite Authors, 
Who maintain a Sacrifice in the Orthodox 
Senſe? Aſter J had ſeen theſe and or” like 


firſt Op oſers of the Ordinal, fo they plainly. 
Deviſers and of the Ordinal, That it gave no 


* 
r ’yꝛ0(ẽd· ¶ . ˙—i; . Q . . ]⅛˙ N. 


8 
Places in his firſt Edition, I never had the Cu- 
rioſity to procure his Latin Edition. But I 
find by others, That in them he is ſtill worſe. 
Let one Inſtance ſuffice, cited in Ch. Covern. 
Part 5. §. 145. where ſpeaking of a true Fropi- 
tiatory Sacrifice, as held in the Catholick 
Church, he ſays it is a Thing which ſurpaſ. 
ſes all Impiety. Quod omnem ſuperat Impie- 
198. The next Words of Le Courayer are 
ſtill more ſurprizing, than his appealing to 
Maſon's anſwering the Argument drawn from 
a Power of Sacrificing. This (Argument) 
« ſays he, pag. 237. is a ſubſidiary Way of 
*© Reaſoning, that appears Abroad, not ſo much 
« to fortify the Cauſe, as with a Deſign to 
e embarraſs an Adverſary, by the Delicateneſs 
« of the Matter, upon Which he muſt be 
« oblig'd to explain himfelf : And-it- is diffi- 
«© cult to treat a Subject to the "Taſte of ſome 
& certain Divines.” What he calls a Subſidiary 
Reaſon, is a Fundamental One, conſtantly 
uſed by our Authors ſince the earlieſt Times 
of this Queſtion : And I muſt have Leave to 
ſay, That this is the firſt Catholick Divine, 
whom I ever found embarraſs'd to explain 
himſelf concerning the Subſtance of our Be- 
lief of a true external Sacrifice and Prieſt- 
hood, or thought himſelf hardly dealt with, 
tobe obliged to own Something more of them, 
than is allowed by Maſon: And indeed, not 
only ſome certain Divines, but all true Catho- 
licks, will certainly be diffatisfy'd with what 
he ſays upon this Occaſion. - For Example: 
He ſays, pag. 237. That all the Propoſitions in 
the Argument are falle, or very uncertain, One 
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(:129) 
of the Propoſitions is this: The Pricfthood of 
the New, Covenant, principally and efſentially 


includes the Power to conſecrate and ſacrifice the 


' adorable Body and Blood of FESUS CHRIST. 


Is this to him a falſe or very uncertain Propo- 
ſition ? As to his infulting the Jour naliſis, for 
ſaying it is the Catholick Opinion, That Epi- 


ſcopacy uppoſes Sacerdotal Ordination as an 
1 


Eſſential Diſpoſition, he ſeems very much mi- 
ſtaken in the Meaning of their Argument. 


It do's by no Means import, That a Man 
may not be made Biſhop by the fame Ordi- 


nation by which he is made Prieſt, if you 
mean the ſame entire Ceremony of Ordination. 
And whereas he cites Bellarmine, ſaying both 
may be conferr'd by the fame Conſecration, it 
is ſtrange he did not obſerve, That Pellarmine 


ſays a few: Lines before, in the very ſame 


Chapter, Epiſcopalis ordinatio mtegra conſurgit 
ex duplici Ordination. Bpiſcopum non habre 


ut poſſit conſccrare Euchariſtiam ex ſud ultimd 
Ordinatione, tamen id habere ex alid Ordinatione 
pracedente quæ eſt de eſſentia Epiſcopatuüs. 
199. But where 1s it underſtood, ſays Le Cou- 


rayer, pag. 239. That - Prieſthood is conferr'd by 
the Form that gives a Power to Sacrifice ? There 
ig not a Word of it in the aucient Orainals, 
Here again he entirely miſtakes, or would lead 


his Reader off to a wrong Point. The Ar- 
gument drawn from the Ordinal, not giving 


a Power to Sacrifice, is not grounded in omit- 
ting thoſe i Words, Accipe Proteſtatem 
Ve don't pretend thoſe very Gram- 


matical Words are eſſential, but that ſome 
ſuch Words are eſſential (Forma TAL I eit, 
ſays the Florentine Decree) That is, Wi 


. — 6 
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which in their known, obvious, publick, eſta= 
bliſh'd and conſtant Uſe of the Church, ever 
imported a Power of offering a true external 
Sacrifice. If that preciſe Form of Words be- 
gan to be uſed about the Eleventh, Age, yet 


we have ſeen, That ſome Words. importing a. 


Power of Sacrificing were uſed in all Ages, 
and all Ordinals, excepting Granmer's. By the 


Bye, it is qbſervable, That there is a particular 


Oddneſs in any Detender of the pretended 
Church of England's Innovations, 10 talk, as 
the Librarian here, and often do's, of Forms 
being /o modern, while they are at leaſt five or 
fix hundred Years ancienter, than that pretended 
Church. How abſurd is it for them to quar- 


rel with Things as ſo modern, while their In- 


novations are ſo much younger ? 


* * 


200. What follows in the Librarian, is 


{till more and more furprizing. The Engliſn, 
ſays he, make no Difficulty to own the Sacrifice 
772 the SAME SENSE with moſt of the ancict i 


Fathers, and of our moſt judicious controverſial 
Ilriters. pag. 239. It is not conceivable how 
a Divine, of any tolerable Accuracy, could 
advance ſuch a Propoſition. This Syllogiſm 
will ſufficiently confute it. It is certain, That 
moſt of the Ancient Fathers, and of our moſt 


judicious Controverſial Writers, hold a Sacri- 


fice in the /ame Senſe, as 1t* is defined by the 
Council o Trent : But-it is certain, the Engl:/h 
make a Difficulty to on a Sacrifice in the 
ſame Senſe, as it is defined by the Council of 
Trent: Therefore, &. We own the Catho- 
lick Sacrifice is, in ſeveral Reſpects, Commemora» 
te and Repreſentarve ;, but, at the ſame Time, 
it is truly, really, and ſubſtantially, and not 

„ 2 2 only 
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3 (340) 
only repreſentatively, the very ſame Victim, 
which Was ofier'd on the Croſs. Nothing can 
be more evident, than that the Zxyl:f do not 
own the Sacrifice in this Senſe. It is in vain 
that he quotes Forbes, Thorndike, Mead, Grabe 
and others, as acknowledging a Repreſentative 
Sacrifice. Firſt, Becauſe even ſuppoſing theſe 
Authors, aſhamed of their Fore-tzthers Ex- 
ceſſes, had ſome more tavourable Notions of 
an external Chriſtian Sacrifice, yet this could 
be of no Uſe to juſtify the Ordinal, ſince as 
far as they ſeem to have any ſuch Notions, 
they plainly abandon the Principles of thoſe, 
by whom the Ordinal was framed. "We have 
ſeen Cranmer's Notions, and in Mr. Colliar, 
' pag. 370. there is a Declaration of their 
Belief ſign'd by Farrar, Taylor, Philpot, Brad: 
ford, Hooper and others, where you -find the 
ſame Notions of Sacrifice, as in Cranmer, 
Latimer, and Ridley. Secondly, becauſe it is 
evident, That Grab? and thoſe others, do not 
own this Repreſentatrve Sacrifice is ſrbſtanally 
the ſame Victim with that on the Cross. 
Thirdly, The Senſe, in which even theſe more 
moderate Proteſtants allow a Sacrifice, is gene- 
rally diſ-avowed by the Eygliſh. I need only 
appeal for this to Mr, 7ehnfor's Book of th: 
 Unblooaly Sacrifice and Altar, &c. He owns in 
his very Preface, That his Doctrine of a Sa- 
crifice, for which he "alſo cites Mead and 
Grabe, is generally call'd by the Engliſh, 
down-rig ht 2 That the Biſhop of Oxford 
calls it, new and wnarceountable in a Church of 
England Man; He complains, That the Ejta- 
' bliſÞd Church, (of England, ) has not made fi. 
ficient Proviſion for this neceſſury Truth of a 
| | | 5 Sacrifice, 


( 341 ) 

Sacrifice, and that the Generality of the Clergy 
and Laity, have agreed to maime and deface it; 
That he has not heard of above One Biſhop, 
that has declared in Favour of it. How ſo 
learned a Man as Mr. Johnſon, can remain in 
2 Church, which he owns 1s ſo far from 
the neceſſary and fundamental Truth, (for ſo 
he ſeveral Times calls it,) of a Sacrifice, we 
muſt leave to his ſerious Thoughts. But 
this is certain in the mean while, from what 
he ſays here, and in ſeveral Places of his 
Book, the Doctrine of a Sacrifice, even in 
in the Senſe of thoſe few who are cited for 
it, is not the Doctrine of the Engliſb. 

201. As to the Places of ſome Holy Fathers, 
cited here by the Librarian, Wherein they call 
the Euchariſt a Commemorative Sacrifice, they 
are the very Places which Proteſtants gene- 
rally urge, (tho' very unjulily,) againſt the 
Catholick Doctrine of the Real Preſence : 
They are the very Places which Proteſtants 
commonly object alſo, againſt the Catholick 
Doctrine of a true External Sacrifice; and, as 
ſuch, are anſwered by Bellarmime, Lib. dt 
Mifjd. cap. 15. and others. As ſuch, the 
Librarian ought to have forewarn'd his 
Reader not to miſtake their Meaning. Cer- 
tain it 4s, with Regard to the preſent Point, 
That neither do the Holy Fathers, nor can any 
Catholick pretend, the Euchariſt is andy a 
Commemorative Sacrifice. This is expreſsly 
condemn'd in the Council of Trent ; and the 
Catholick Divines cited by the Librarian, at 
the ſame Time, and in the ſame Places he 
. cites, (tho' he has been pleaſed to take no 
Notice of it,) expreſsly teach the Euchariſt is 
4 OS. indeed 


„ | 
indeed a Commemorative, but yet a Real 
Sacrifiee, in which the true Body of Chriſt is 
truly preſent, and truly offer'd. Can this Author 
ſay, That it is a Queſtion concerning Words, 
whether the Euchariſt s a Real Sacrifice 2 
Are not the very Terms of Proper, and Kcal, 
expreſsly defined by the Council of Trent ? 
And it is no more a Queſtion of Words, 
than Tranſub/taniiation, or the Conſubſtantiality 
of the Son. Other Remarks upon the Libra- 
rian's Authors, and his Manner of citing 
them upon this Subject, might be made; but 
as they are not neceſſary, any farther than they 
have been already touch'd upon, let us ſee 
it Le Courayer mends the Matter in what 
follows, © „ 
202, Since the Engliſh, ſays he, pag. 244, ac- 

knowledge the Sacrifice in a Senſe, which our 

beſt Dromes judge ſufficient, it is therefore very 
faiſe, That they do no not own a Power in their 
Prieſts to offer ſuch a Sacrifice, and that their 
Ordination do's not confer it. In theſe Words, 
tho“ we have ſeen how falſe it is, That the 
Engliſh admit a Sacrifice in ſuch a Senſe, 
yet he ſeems to grant, That if they did not 
admit of ſuch a Bacrifice, their Ordination 
would be invalid. As certain therefore as it 
is, (and it is at leaſt morally certain,) That 
they neither now do, and That the Deviſers 
of the Ordinal did ſtill leſs own ſuch a Sa- 
crifice, or defign to leave in the Ordinal any 
Thing that could be thought to import it, 
fo, certain it is, their Ordinations are invalid. 
But, this Power (of Sacrifice) if included, ſays 
he, in That which is given them 10 adminiſter 
the Sacraments, and to perform all the Functions 
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annexed to the Pricſibood of JESUS CHRIST. 
Theſe Words are extremely fallacious. Firſt, 
Becauſe there is a vaſt Difference between the 
Euchariſt as a Sacrament, and as a Sacrifice. 
It do's not therefore follow, that Words, im- 
porting a Power to adminiſter or diſpenſe 
the Euchariſt, do import a Power to Sacrifice. 
The Council of Trent was well aware of 
this Difference, and of the Hereſies of the 
Times in this Regard. It accordingly has 
ur condemn'd thoſe who ſay, That the 
offering, or ſacrificing the Body of Chriſt, is 
Nothing but gig, Fn diſpenſing or admini- 
ſtring of it,) to be eaten. As certain therefore a- 
gain, as it is, That by adminiſtring or diſ- 
penſing the Euchariſt, the Engliſh mean no 
more than giving it to be eaten; ſo certain it 
is, That by Adminiſtring, they do not mean 
Sacrificing. Secondly, In that critical Part of the 
Ordinal, which is properly the Form, and 
which his Correſpondent the Proteſtant Biſhop, 
in his Records, pag. 379. calls, the very Ad of 
Conſecration, ( Ipſum actum Confecrationas, ) there 
are no Words which expreſs a Fower 10 
perform the Functions annexed to the Prieſthood 
7 Je jus Chriſt. There was great Care taken, 

hat no ſuch Words ſhould appear. They 
believed, That all proper Functions of a Sa- 
erificing Prieſthood were at an End: Even 
the very Word Prieft was left out of the 
Form. And yet, if it had been left in the 
Form, they had already taken abundant Pre- 
cautions, to alienate that Word from its Ca- 
tholick and proper Meaning of a Hacriffcing 
Pri:ft. For, in the Queftions propoſed to the 
Candidate before he is ordain'd, he is made 


. 

to underſtand what Sort of a Preſbyter he is 
to be. He is asked whether he be fully per- 
ſuaded, That he is called ad Pre/byterij Mini- 
flerum juxta voluntatem Dei et D. N. J. Chriſti, 
et legitimam hujus Regni Conltitutionem. Theſe 
Words, indeed, directly regard his Call. Yet 
it ſeems clear, That the Senſe of the Queſtion 
imports as much as if they had ſaid: We re- 


tain the Word Presbyter ; but, as that Word 


may import different Senſes and Functions, 
and did lately import in this Kingdom a Sa- 
crificing Prieſt, yet the preſent Conſtitution of 
the Realm, having abrogated all external: 
Sacrifice as injurious to the only Sacrifice of 
the Croſs, you are to underſtand, That nei- 
ther We deſign to confer, nor are you to ima- 
gine you are to receive the Miniſtry in any 
other Senſe than That, which is according to 
the new eſtabliſh'd Conſtitution of the Realm. 
In fine, as Epiſcopal Power is not expreſs'd, 
or given by thoſe Words of admmiſtring, or 
diſpenſing the Sacraments, (otherwiſe, who ever 
is made a Miniſter of Sacraments, would be, 
by the ſame Words, made a Biſhop,) fo the 
Power of Sacrificing cannot be ſuppoſed to be 
iven by Words, importing only adminiſtring 
ET neat) For, the Power of Sacrificing, 18 
as different from other Powers relating to 
Sacraments, as the Power of Epiſcopacy is 
different from the Power of Prieſthood: ; and, 
in a Word, as the Engliſb do at moſt, only 
admit of an improper and Metaphorical ' Sacri- 
fice, ſo they can only be improper and Meta- 
phorical Prieſts; and as their Liturgy has no 
Appearance of a Sacrifice, (and for this very 
Reaſon, Mr. Grab; and others refuſed to be 
| . POLE 1 * 3 3 preſerir | 
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preſent at it,) ſo there is nothing in the Engliſh 
Clergy that has any Appearance of a Sacri- 
ficing Prieſthood. Conſequently they have no 
true Prieſthood at all. 1 

2: 
Le Courayer make in this Chapter, into ſeve- 
ral unaccountable Propoſitions, it is no 
Wonder to find him act at the End of it, like 
Shipwreck'd People, who graſp at every float- 
ing Reed, in Hopes of a little Support. What 
but this, could make him ſay, pag. 245. Parker 
was ordaind Prieſt according to the Roman 


Pontifical, before his Epiſcopal Ordination. He 


therefore received a Fower to offer Sacrifice. 
Now, what is this to the Purpoſe ? For 
granting he did not want the Prieſtly Cha- 
racter, yet his Epiſcopal Ordination is dif- 
proved upon other Accounts. And moreover, 
ſince the new Ordinal do's not confer the 
Power of Prieſthood, thoſe, who were or- 
dain'd by it, will ſtill be neither Prieſts nor 
Biſhops. In fine, when he ſays the Engliſh 


Ordinations can be looked upon, as including Al 


that was ever reputed efſential, and That they 
exclude not any Powers which have ever been 
annexed to the Priefthood by Jeſus Chriſt ; He 
has been already confuted, by ſnewing That 
they do not expreſs and ſpecify the 'Order 
given, and have omitted all Expreſſions, 


That import a Power of Sacrifice, and have 


done all that Men could do to aboliſh the 
Name and the Thing of the True, Real, 
| Subſtantial, Propitiatory Sacrifice of the Sa: 
cred Body and Blood of Chriſt, which was 
ever look'd upon, as the principal Sacerdotal 
Function in the Catholick Church. 
E 249 . 1 s oy . Ho * x = | C H A B. 


65 After the ſad nung we have ſeen 
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CHAP, © 


: Remarks upon Le Courayer's 13th Chapter, 
concerning the Practice of Re-ordaining 


the Engliſh. 


20g. H E univerſal Practice of all the Ca- 

tholick Churches, with That of 
Rome at their Head, in conſtantly re-ordaining 
all ſuch of the Engliſb Clergy, who, being 
converted, were ever admitted to Orders in 
the Catholick Communion, muſt needs be, 
to every thinking Perſon, a very ſtrong Per: 
ſuaſion, That ſome eſſential Detett was cer: 
tainly in their former pretended Orders. This 
Perſuaſion grows ſtronger, the more one con- 
ſiders the Horror we have of Groundleſs, and 
conſequently Sacrilegious Re-ordinations, and 
the univerſal Agreement in re-ordaining the 
Engliſh, not only Conditionately, but Abſolutely, 
{a Thing never done with univerſal Appro- 
| bation, but where the Defect is look'd upon to 

be beyond all Reaſonable Doubt,) and, when 
we conſider, That this Practice is derived from 
the very Beginning, and from thoſe, who being 
neareſt to the Times of the new Ordainers 
and the new Ordinal, had conſequently the 
greateſt Opportunities ef knowing the Facts, 
the Characters, the Sznutiments of them, and 
the proper, known, "avowed Senſe, in which 
the Ordinal was made and uſed. We, who 
are farther off from the Times, might very 
juſtly conform to their Judgment, and might 


well expect te have found the Librarian m_ 
i %% this 


P .. 
this Practice with greater Reſpect. I know 
not what a fingle Man can imagine of him- 
ſelf, when he finds he ſtands alone, and yet 
dares to ſtand with a contemptuous Air, - 
(forry I am, That he forces us to uſe ſuch. 

xpreſſions,) againſt the whole Catholick 
World around. e 


. 


Te Judgment of the Invalidity of the Ordinal, 
in ©, Mary's Reign. Im 


205, But, ſays Le Conrayer, pag. 247. Et 
Leg. in the Time of Q. Mary they did not 
at firſt think of re-ordaining thoſe, who were 
made by K. Edward's Ordinal: They were 
not uniform in their Proceedings, and did not 
act much by Principle. We ſhall ſoon fee how 
wrongly this is advanced, In the mean while, 
let us ſuppoſe they did not juſt at the firſt 
determine abſolutely upon the Invalidity of 
the New Orders, yet they afterwards were 
uniform in the Decifion. The firſt Demur 
would therefore only prove, That ſtruck with 
the Horror, which Catholicks have of Re- 
ordaining, they proceeded with mature Deli- 
beration, ated not in the Matter till they 
found it ſufficiently cleared, and conſequent] 
from their Uniformity afterwards, and all 
ever . aſter conforming to their Judgment in 
it, we ought to conclude the Invalidity was 
found to be too well grounded, to leave any 
Room for Variety of Opinions. As we ought 
in all Juſtice to think they examined the 
Matter ſeriouſly, (the Importance fully de- 
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ſerved it,) ſo they had, as I obſerved, part i- 
cular Reaſons to be proper Judges. We may 
explain this by a Compariſon. In a Diſpute 
whether a Seal be Genuine or not, thoſe are 
like to be beſt Judges of it, who are own'd to }. 
have the Original Stamp, to 'be well ac- 
quainted with the Handy-Work and Peculia- 
rities of thoſe, who produce a new Seal. Ca- 
tholicks are own'd to have the original Vali- 
dity of Orders, to have been well acquainted 
with the Defigns and Works of the-New For- 
gers or Deviſers of the New Ordinal. They 
compared it with the Old Stamp. Upon the 
Compariſon they all pronounced it yery un- 
like the Old Stamp, not only in the Want of 
ſome ornamental Strokes about it, but in eſſen- 
tial Differences. Their Sentence has been con- 
ſtantly approved, and, the more approved, the 
more it has been conſider'd. Scarce ever any 
one, but one only Man, (Le Courayer,) and he 
found, in many Reſpects, a moſt unaccurate 
Judge of ſuch Matters, ever pretending the 

ontrary. . £ 

206. Let us hear however, what he has to 
ſay to ſupport his Charge, of their not a&- 
ing by Principle. Latimer, Ridley and Far- 
rar, tho* the firſt, ſays he, pag. 247. was 
conſecrated in Henry the 8th's Time, and 
the two others under Edward the 6th, be- 
fore any Change made in the Form of Ordina- 
nation, yet were not degraded as Bithops, be- 
fore their Execution. Hence he would in- 
fer with Burnet, whom he quotes with Ap- 
robation, That they did not act much by 
Principles, but went upon this Maxim, Tat 

Oraers conferr'd in S$chiſm are not valid. But 
| ; 1 
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it is manifeſtly falſe, That they went upon 
that Maxim. It cannot in any Juſtice be 
calld a Maxim, ſince it never was receiv'd 
as ſuch. And whether you will call it a 
Maxim, or an Opinion, or what you pleaſe, 
even Burnet is forc'd there to call it Old, 
and the Librarian in the next Chapter owns, 
That the contrary Opinion has prevail'd, ever 
ſince the Twelfth or Thirteenth Century. 
Where then is the Juſtice, of pretending it 
vras taken as a Maxim in the Reign of Queen 
Mary? Eſpecially ſince it is evident, That 
ſeveral Ordinations made in Time of the 
Schiſm of Henry the Eighth, were allow'd to 
be valid. For Example, thoſe of Warton, 
Day, Kitchin, Thirlby, &c. It is an. Injuſtice 
then done to Catholicks, in laying that Max- 
im ſo falſly to their Charge: 
207. His next Proof, that they did not at. 
firſt think to ordain them, who had been 
ordain'd by the new Ordinal, is as direct a 
Proof af the contrary, as Words can poſſi - 
bly expreſs. Queen Mary, in the Beginning 

of her Reign, ſent Inſtructions to the Biſhops, 

whereof the 15th Article is this : Touching 
ſuch Perſons as uere heretofore promoted to any 
Orders, after the new Sort and Faſhion of Or- 
ders, confidering they were not order'd in very 
Deed, the Biſhop of th: Dioceſe, finding other- 
wiſe Sufficiency and Ability in thoſe Men, may 
ſupply that Thing whith wanted in them be- 
fore, and then, according to his Diſcretion, ad. 
nit them to Miniſter. Jaundiced Eyes make 
every thing look with a yellowiſh Caſt: 
Otherwiſe, it is impoſſible, That Words Which 
ſay, ey were not order'd in very Deed, 8 
5 | cem 
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ſeem to mean, that they were validly or- 
dain'd. But fays Le Courayer, pag. 250. ihz 
Mord Supply. ig never us d for conferring Or- 
ders, hut barely relates to Ceremonies. No, 
Sir, it cannot Eider relate to meer Ceremo- 


nies. For, what ſignifies it to ſupply Cere- 
monies, Where Orders in very EP are want- 
Ing. The Senſe therefore plainly is, That if 

they were found otherwiſe proper, or to have 
Had inferior Orders, the higher Orders, which 
they had not in very Deed, but was the thing 
they wanted, ſhould be ſupplied. And No- 
thing can ſupply the Want of Orders in very 
Deed, but re-ordaining. The Interrogatorics 
of Biſhop Bonner b 4 leſs miſtaken by 
the Librarian, 1 this ſame Account. One 
of them is: Whether any ſuch as were order- 
ed ſchiſmatically, and contrary io the old Or- 
der and Cuſtom of the Catholick Church, or be- 
ing unlawfully and ſchiſmatically married, af+ 
ter the late Innovation and Manner, being not 
yet reconciPd ,—— had celebrated Maſs, 8c. 
By thoſe Wo rds, order*d contrary to the Cu- 
from of the Catholick Church, the Librarian 
fays, it is certain thoſe are included, who were 
ordain'd in King Edward's time. But a lit- 
tle Reflection would have convinc'd him, That 
the contrary is certain. For Bonner, ſpeak- 
ing of King Edward's Ordinations, would 
not have call'd them ſchiſmatical only, but 
allo heretical; and he knew the pretended 
Presbyters of King Edward's Stamp, did not 
ſay Maſs; the Ordinations of many in Hen- 
ry. the 8th's Time, tho' valid, yet were con- 
trary to. the old Order and Cuſtom of the 
Church in ſeveral Reſpects; and as theſe 
| | Were 


(3510 
were much more numerous than the Ordi- 
nations ſince the new OR DINAL, it 
can be no Wonder, that more - frequent 
ſhould be the Proviſions made for thoſe nu- 
merous mahnt aer than for thoſe fewer 
Ordinations by the new Ordinal, which were 
ſufficiently ,declar'd entirely. invalid by the 
Queen's Inſtructions, and by her firſt Parlia- 
ment, which began the 5th of :Oober 1553, 


and ended on the 6th of December following, 
in which, as Henin ovuns, all Conſecratians, 
which had been made according to the Ordinal 
of Edward the Sixth, were declar'd to be null 
and void. Whence it follows too, that grant- 
ing it true, That the Interrogatory of Eiſhap 
Bonner, ſpeaks indiſcriminately of .reconciling 
thofe, who were married, and thoſe who were 
ordain'd in King Edward's time, yet the Re- 
conciliation muſt be underſtood according to 
the different Circumſtances of the Perſons 
and conſequently by re- ordaining thoſe, her 
Orders were not only irregular, but alſo van 
and 1 I e eee Th 
208. The Librarian grows full more won- 
derful in his ,pretended Proofs. The Bull 
of Julius the Third, to his Legate Cardinal 
Pool, is alledg'd, as giving the Cardinal 
Power to reeſtabliſh thoſe who had been 
ordain'd by King Edward's Ordinal, - with- 
out :ordaining them. again, when .as the 
Words of it expreſsly diſtinguiſh between thoſe, 
who had been ordain'd, and thoſe, who were 
not ordain'd. It allows them to be diſpens d 
with, netwithſtanding their Irregularities, and 
to be admitted to the Prieſtly Functions, 
Provided they had been duly ordain ad, or ud 


1 _. FORE) 
be ordain d, if they were not ſo already, 
Dimmodo ante eorum lapſum in hæreſim hujuſ- 
modi rne & legitimè promoti vel Ordinati 50. 
femt — & non promoti, ad onnes etiam ſa- 
cros & Presyteratus ordines — promoveri, &c. 
And again: If they had not received Conſe- 
cration before, to receive it from Catholic Bi. 
ſhops. Munere conſecrationis eis hattenus im- 
pero uti, vel, M ILLUD NONDUM- EIS 
IMPENSUM EXTHERIT' —— ſuſcipere 
point. And again: ad quoſcunq; etiam ſacros 
V Presbyteratus ordines promovere— "Theſe 
Words evidently ſuppoſe, ' That ſome were 
poſſeſsd of Biſhopricks and other Benefices, 
not only without a lawful, but without a 
true Ordination. When therefore the Libra- 
rian asks, what. could thoſe Words mean, licet 
minus rite ſuſceptis ordinibus, , not that in 
conferring Prieſihood, the ordinary Laws of the 
Church were not obſerv'd, Things eſſential ex- 
cepted, which they always ſuppoſed ; the An- 
ſwer is very eaſy. Thoſe Words mean, 
That notwithſtanding the Irregularities in- 
- curr'd by officiating in Orders unlawfully, 
tho' validly receiv'd, the Legate might dif- 

nſe with them. But at the ſame time the 

ull very plainly ſuppoſes, that ſome had not 
been truly ordain'd. If the Bull does not 
expreſsly diſtinguiſh between the Ordinal and 
the Pontifical, this at moſt can only infer, 
That even before the Pontifical was abroga- 
ted, ſome had contriv'd to avoid being or- 
dain'd, and this will therefore add to the 
Grounds of doubting of Barlow's. Nor was 
there any Need to make expreſs merition of 
the New Ordinal, becauſe it was WC 
us nown 
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known to be judged invalid; before this Bull 
of Pope Julius. For this Bull bears Date, 
March, 8, 1554. And the Parliament had al- 
ready, the Year before, declared all Ordina- 
tions by the new. Ordinal to be null and void. 
Since therefore my was ſo EY X was 
more proper to ſpeak in general of diſpenting 
with we 2 as had been truly ordain'd, — of 
ordaining others, who wanted Ordination. If 
there could - pothbly be any, Doubt of the 
Meaning of the Pope's Words, ſure the Car- 
dinal, to whom they were directed, muit te 
a better Judge of them, than Le Gourayer. 
Now Mr. Collier obſerves, pag. 377. That, by 
the Cardinal's Diſpenſat ion directed to the 
Dean and Chapter of Canterbury, thoſe, who 
had received Orders from any Schiſmatical 
or even Heretical Biſnop, were re-eſtabliſh'd 
in their Functions, provided the Form and [n- 
tention of the Church was not omuted in their 
Ordination. This very Diſpenſation of the 
Cardinal is cited, and very ſtrangely miſunder- 
ſtood by Le Courayer, pag. 301. if he did not 
ſee That by the Words, Dummodo in corum 
collatiane, Eccleſiaſtica forma et Intentio fut ſer- 
vata, the Cardinal. ſuppoſes Ordi nations by 
the new Ordinal were not to be diſpenſed 
with, as being certainly invalid. For I can- 
not imagine, That the Librarian himſelf can 
poſſibly think the Cardinal Would call the 
new Ordinal, by the Name of Forma Fccle- 
ſiaſtica. . 5 | . 
209. There is yet Something, ſays the Libra- 
rian, pag. 253. - ſtill fironger. But fee how 
unfortunate he is in his Proots: For, firſt, 
what he here urges, is a meer Report. St» 
eh Aa . condlty, 
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condly, It is evidently a falſe Report. Thirdly, 


I muit have Leave to ſay, it is hard to con- 


ceive, That the Librarian himſelf, did not 


| know it to be take, He quotes Cambden, as 


affirming, That all the Changes in the Offices 


"and publick Litur Tres, were ſo far from being 
regarded by Rome as Eſſential, and conſe- 
- *quently, That 'Rome was little determin'd to 


a Re-ordination, That the Abbot Parpaglia, 


ſent by Pius the 4th to O. Elizabeth, offer'd 
on the Pope's Part, if ſhe would return to his 
Obedience, to approve her Liturgy, That is to 
fay, Her Book o Common Prayer. Now Camb- 
den, himſelf, only relates it as a Report. His 
very Expreſſion here cited, is, Fama ob- 
-tinet, And Mr. Collier expreſsly obſerves, 
That Burnet is very wrong, in relating it as 
à poſitive Narration of Cambden. The Falſe- 


neſs of the Report is complain'd of in ſeveral 


Places, by F. Farſons, and others of our Con- 
trovertiſts, who were neareſt to thoſe Times. 
And the very beſt one can ſay of the Librarian 
Here, is, That certainly he did not confider 

What he ſaid, ſince Nothing can be more in- 


jurious to the Memory of Pius the 4th, than 


to pretend he would conſent to the Suppreſſion 
of the Maſs, and other ſuch Points as neceſſa- 
rily tollow from approving the Liturgy, and 
all the other Changes in England: And 
Durel, a Miniſter of the Church of England, 
complains, and cites Fuller for his Opinion, 


That the Report mention'd by Cambden, is a 


meer. Fable, (mera Fabula eſt,) raiſed by the 
Puritans to make the People believe, the Com- 
mon- Prayer Book was Poniſh. It is a Misfor- 
tune in the Librarian, to eopy after ſuch Au- 


thors 
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thors as Purnet ; but it is very ſtrange to ſee 
him do it in ſuch Points as theſe, and where 
he is contradicted, both by Gatnolicks, and 
Proteſtants. - 5 3 ten} 77 
210. Sure upon Occaſion of declaring the 
Invalidity of K. Edward's Ordinations, by 
the Conſent of the Nation in Q. Mary's 
Time, it will not be expected, I ſhould take 
any Notice of Mr. JWilliams's attributing it 
to a great deal of actual Madneſs, and Iutereli, 
which he is pleaſed to call, evidently the princi- 
yal Ingredient of moſt of our Dottrines. Such 
Sallies carry their own Anſwer; and deſerve 
not the Leiſure of our idleſt Moments. But 
it may, perhaps, be expected. I-ſhould take 
ſome Notice of PBrambal's urging a Diſpen- 
ſation of Cardinal Pool's, in which he ſays; 
Onmnes - in furs Qreinibus et Bencſiciis per nos 
thſos, cen a nobis ad id deputatos recipiemus, pro 
ut multæ ( Perſone ) recepte fuerunt, ſerumg; ſus 
per his opportune, in Domino diſpenſabimus: 
Hence Bramball would infer their Orders were 
_ eſſentially: valid, becauſe; if otherwiſe, no 
Authority on Earth could diſpenſe with 
them: But this Argument has been fully 
anſwer'd by Era/tus Sen. cap. 5. and by the 
Author of Church Covern. part 5. cab. 12. 
§. 192. from whom I peed only obſerve 
That it is certain the Cardinal only means, 
That he will diſpenſe with them according 
to the particular Circumſtances of the Per- 
ſons, as ſeveral had already been received, 
Prout multa jam recepte ſuerunt, That is, àc- 
cording to the Manner of receiving them, 
which had already been fix d; {That is, by 
ſupplying thoſe Orders which they wanted, 
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or had not received in very Deed, but had 
been declared Void and Null, (which Declara- 
tions had been made, a Year before this Act 
of the Cardinal,) or by diſpenſing with the 
Irregularitjes of thoſe, who had been yalidly, 
tho* not 1 lly ordain'd before. ; 


&. 2. 


The Judgment of the Invalidity of the New 
Ordinal in Qucen Elizabeth's Days, and 


ever ſince. | 


211. Even Le Courayer, however wrongly 
he has pretended, That Catholicks were not 
fix d in their Judgment of the Invalidity of 

the new Ordinal in the Beginning of Q. Mary's 
Reign, has Nothing but the falſe Report men- 
tion'd by Cambden, to ſuggeſt any Thoughts 
of Doubt in the Point, during the Reign of 
Q. Elizabeth. He is forced to grant, our Di- 
vines have been unanimouſly fix'd in it. All 
his Refuge is, to accuſe them of Ignorance, 
of Prejudice, of Paſhon, of Intereſt in their 
Deciſion. From ſuch, as Mr. Williams, we 
might have expected ſuch an Anſwer, and 
ſhould never have thought it needed a Reply: 
From a Catholick we ſhould never have ex- 
pected it; and ſince a farther Reply may be 
expected, beſides what has been already ſaid, 
let us do it with as little, as poſſible, of imita- 
ting him in his perpetual Repetitions of the 
fame Things. And, in the firſt Place, it is 
obſervable, That, by the common Fate of thoſe, 
Who engage in a wrong Cauſe, he imme- 
diately deſtroys his own Syſtem. T he . 
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fays he, pag. 254. in this Debate, (of denying 
the Engliſb Ordinations under Q. Elis abelh, 
rejected theſe Ordinations becauſe thoſe; 
who had conſecrated the new Biſhops, were them- © 
ſelves no Biſhops. This plainly ſuppoſes, That 
the firſt Oppoſers of Parker's Ordination main- 
tain'd, That his Conſecrators were no Bishops, 
and this neceſſarily infers, either, That they 
denied Barlew's being a Biſhop, or denied 
that Scory was a Biſhop; and either Way 
deſtroys his Syſtem. 7 | 
212. As to his pretending, pag. 256, That 
Harding, Staplzton, and other Catholick Wri- 
ters contemporary with Farker, denied the new 
Biſhops to be validly ordain'd, becauſe they had 
recerved their Ordination from Biſhops engaged 
in $chiſm, he clearly impoſes upon thoſe learned 
Men. But they ſtand, in the Eſteem of all 
Catholicks, far out of the Reach of the Li- 
rat ian's Contempt. It do's not become him 
by any Means to charge them with ſo much 
Ignorance, and much leſs with what he 
himſelf calls an Error, and which he cwns 
was long ſince baniſh'd the Schools, at leaſt 
ever ſince the Thirteenth Age, That Orders 
conferr'd in Schiſm are invalid. Not long 
after forgetting himſelf, as he often do's, he con- 
trad icts his own Aſſertion. For, pag. 301. He 
ſays, the Catholick Church recerves as valid all 
Ordinations perſorm'd in Schiſm and Hereſy, 
when Nothing eſſential is omitted. Cardinal Pool 
himſelf acknowledg'd it, &c. Where then is 
the Equity of attributing the contrary Er- 
ror to our. learned'ſt Divines > The Place 
he refers to of Harding, has no Appearance 
of that Error. Some of Dr. Harding's Ar- 
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guments are only indeed againſt the Lega: 
lity, but others clearly againſt the Validity "of 
the new Biſhops. He argues, from their 101 
bein? ſo conſecrated, That they may ſtand to 
ofter Sacrifice at the Altar, That they had 
abandow'd all External Sacrifice and Prieſi blood, 
That their Ordaiuers were 10 Bilpops, Kc. 
But of the Error, not a Syllable. 
ig. I have quoted him largely above, 
That I might not repeat the Places here a- 
gain. But I cannot forbear taking Not ice 
of one Place again, in which the eee 
here, pag. 256. ſeems to have us'd a little 

light of Hand. He cites Harding, asking 

Jewel, And how, I pray, was your Archbiſhop 
Fimſelf conſecrated ? What three Biſhops in the 
Realm were there to lay Hands upon him ? 
Here the Librarian makes a Daſh — and 
leaves out ſome Words: Were they very 
long, and therefore to be abridg'd ? No: 
They are very ſhort, but very unlucky 
Words for the Librarian, and therefore, (for 
I can fee no other Reaton,)? to be omitted. 
The Words are theſe : You have. now utter d a 
worſe Caſe for your ſelves, than was by me 
| before named. When he calls this a worſe 
Caſe, he plainly points out to Something more 
infamous, than what he had named before. 
And pointing out fo fairly to the Nag's- 
Head, we may ima ine Why the Librarian 
did not like it, and daſh'd it out. We ſhall 
re glad to find he had a better Reaſon. But. 
truly, as to the Caſe of being ordain'd in 
Schiſm, or by Hereticks, or by a new/ Ordi- 
nal, all this had been already mention'd, and 


Nothing . remain dd, but from Cue 
| na 


ff. 
And Harding adding, That all the former 
Biſhops were aſhamed of their new Conſecra- 
tion, (in the Latin cited by the Librarian, it is 
deſpiciebant,) it muſt allude to ſome odd 
Circumſtance, which made it no leſs ſhameful 
and deſpicable, than Invalid. In fine, it ap- 
ars from all our Writers of that Time, 
hat as they objected to the new Biſhops, 
That they durſt not name who orda ind 
them, and how; and poſitively denied their 
Validity, not upon That pretended Error, of 
which there 1s not the leaſt Appearance, nor 
chiefly upon a current Opinion of thoſe Days, 
that the Unction and Delivery of the Infiru- 
ments were neceſſary, of which we find they ſel- 
make any Mention; fo, they frequently did 
it upon Account of the new Ordinal giving 
no Power of Sacrifice, the new Sect diſclaim- 
ing all ſuch Sacrifice, and That they were 
ordain'd by ſuch, as were not themſelves 
true Biſhops. Whence, if we will allow Lz 
Courayer to be now a better Judge of ſome 
Opinions, concerning the Eſſentials of Ordi- 
nation, than thoſe Divines, (which, tor all 
his quoting Morinus, there is very little Rea- 
ſon to allow,) 'yet he cannot, at this Diſtance, 
be thought a better Judge of the Sentiments 
of the Engliſh, concerning a Hacriffcing Priaſi- 
hood, nor of the Senſe 4 the Ordinal, nor of 
the Fact of Parker's Conſecration. Whence 
it follows, That even granting ſome of the 
Reaſons upon which Div ines then concluded 
the new Ord inations to be invalid, were not 
alone ſufficient; yet it is intolerable to pro- 
nounce, they were all frwvolous ; eſpecially 
A 408 nat 
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ſince they urged them ſo ſtrongly, That they 

drew Rome, and all the World into their 

Opinion. | „ 
214. But, ſays the Librarian, pag. 258. 


There having been at Rome no new Diſcuſſion, + 


nor any furidical ſalemn Enquiry into this Diffi- 
culty, no Conſequence ought to be drawn from 
the preſent Prattice, to determine us in ſuch a 
Manner, That we ſhould make' this Uſage the 
Standard of ow Deciſion, What do's he 
here mean? We are often forced to ask the 
Queſtion. Would he 2 That the Epi/· 
copal Part of England, 

Chriſtian World, can be juſtly oppoſed to the 
Senſe of all Catholicks in this Point? Is 
London, to him, a ſurer Standard than Kome ? 
Is the Practice of the Church for near two; _ 


hundred Vears, of no Moment to determine 


us ? If it were true, That there had been no 
new Diſcuſſion, he ought to infer, That no 
Reaſons, no Anſwers, no new Proofs had 
ever © ſince been produc'd, which might ſeem 
ſufficient to call the firft Deciſion in Queſt ion. 
Had the firſt Deciſion ſeem'd weaken'd by any 
Thing the Eugliſh have been able to produce, 
if Morinus's Works had given any Reaſon 
to doubt of thoſe Re-ordinations, he muſt 
ſuppoſe the -Church would not have failed in 


' fo ſtrict a Duty as enquiring a new, for- 


bearing her Practice till a fuller Diſcuſſion, 
and not continued her ſacrilegious Re-1- 
terations, whereof ſhe could not be guilt- 
Tels, if ſhe neglected to examine the Queſtion, 
upon new Grounds of Doubting. Guiltleſs, 
at leaft, the Church will be from any Thing 


in the Librarian Bock, in which ſhe will 


find 
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find Nothing but what ſhe had already ſeen. 
from Maſon, Bramhall and Williams. 5 
215. There is Reaſon, continues He, to. 
believe, That the Conduct of that Church would 
not have varied upon that Article, but becauſe 
the Engliſh Catholicks would have the Fable of 
the Nag's-Head believed. As to his pretending 
a Variation upon that - Article, we have ſeen. 
his Miſtake, and obſerved, That if, at firſt, 
there had been any uncertain Opinions upon 
it, they were ſoon fix'd, and have remain'd fo 
fix d, That re-ordaining the Exgliſb ought not 
to be call'd the Practice of the Church of 
Krome, as it is a particular Church, but of all 
Catholicks. For it has conſtantly been practiſ- 
ed in England, Flanders, France, Hain, Por- 
tugal, Germany, &c. as well as at Rome. 
The other Part of thoſe few Words, are a 
plain Confutation of his whole Scheme. For, 
Firſt, if the Cauſe of re-ordaining them, was 
the Catholicks inſiſting upon the Nag's-Head 
Paſſage, it follows, That they muſt have 
produced very plauſible Authorities for it, 
ſince, ſure the Librarian will have too much 
Refſpect for the Church to ſay, She varied her, 
Practice in ſo high a Matter, upon a Story 
advanced without any good Authority. S- 
condly, It follows, That if the 'Nag's-Head- 
Conſecration was the Cauſe of her Varying, 
and 'Re-ordaining, then the Nag's- Head Hi- 
ſtory muſt have been produced, before the 
Re-ordinations in Q. Elnabeth's Days. For, 
the Cauſe muſt be before the Effect. And it. 
is very certain That, in Q. Elraberth's Time, 
the Engliſh were conſtantly re- ordain d: Con- 
ſequently this is inconſiſtent with the Libra- 
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rian's pretending the Nag's-Head Story had 
not it's Birth in her Reign. Thrrdly, The 
more confidently and feremptorily, as the Libra- 
rian here expreſſes it, the Catholicks in her 
Days denied the new Biſhops were conſecra- 
ted by true Biſhops, the more Reaſon we 
have to believe they did it upon good Grounds. 
- Good Men, and good Divines, would not be 
peremptory without good Reaſons : Much leſs 
would either. conſcionable or ſenſible Men 


forge a Story ſo abominable againſt a known 


Truth, as That of the Tavern, and which, 
if it had been advanced without good 
Grounds, muſt rather have made them odious 
and ridiculous, even at Kome, than have con- 
firmed the Practice of re-ordaining the Engliſb. 
216. When Le Courayer adds; Theſe Rea- 
ſons could not be deſtroy d, but by Facts which 
they were ignorant of at Rome, and which the 
Engliſh did not much concern themſelves to 
p:611/h , He is again no leſs inconſiſtent with 
Reaſon, than with himſelf, For, if the Fats 
of the Nag's- Head Story were ſo evidently 
falſe, and the Lambeth Account ſo very noto- 
rious, as he pretends, Rome could not poſſibly 
be ignorant of them. He makes, at the ſame 
Time, a very ſad Compliment to his Engliſo 
Friends, whether Catholicks or Proteſtants, 
by ſaying, they were not much concern'd to 
publiſh Fact, of fo great a Conſequence : He 
Ads, indeed, one true Thing, vz. That 
having waved the publiſhing thoſe Facts, it was 
impoſſible, That theſe Ordmations ſhould not be 
thought invalid. But he ſhould have added, 
That it is therefore morally impoſſible they 
ſhould not be thought invalid to the „ 
| ad 
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End. Por it is morally impoſſible, thoſe pre- 
tended Lambeth Facts ſhould ever be thought 
true, which we have ſeen are fo full of Flaws, 
' which were never urged by Friend or Enemy 
when they were ſo neceſſary, and which daily 
appear more faulty, the more they areexamin'd. 
And when he asks, after a freſh Diſcovery of 
the Fatts, can one maintain the Deciſion of 
thoſe Re-ordinations ? He is not aware of 
what he advances. For, to talk of a Freſh 
Diſcovery of ſuch notorious Facts, is only 
adding to the Improbability. It is, in Rea- 
lity, ſuppoſing them ſo notorious, That they 
could not poſſibly be unknown; and, at the 
ſame Time fo very unknown, That the World 
was aſtonith'd at fo freſh a ' Diſcovery of what 
it knew already. —» $102: 01 
217. After having thus efſectually confuted 
himſelf, he gives another ſignal Inftance of his 
Raſhneſs, (he muſt pardon us that Word in 
ſo clear a Caſe,) where pag. 259. he compares 
the Practice of re-ordaining the Engliſb, with 
what happen'd in the Caſes of Con/tantine and 
e in which, ſays he, Rome err d. But 
firſt, he very wrongly confounds the Caſes of 
Conſtantine and Formoſus, in which there is a 
great Difference: and /econdly, ſuppoſing them 
alike, there is ſtill a vaſt Difference in them 
both, from the Caſe of re-ordaining the Engliſb. 
Now, as to the Caſe of Conſtantine, I deny it 
to be clear, That there was any Error in re- 
ordaining thoſe whom he had ordain'd. The 
Acts of the Council under Hephen the 4th are 
not extant: So that we have an imperfect 
Account of the Matter: and ſince Baptiſm: 
and Conſirmations, conterr'd by W 
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ſeem to have been allowed for Valid, we 
ought. to ſuppoſe there was ſome particular 
Detect 1a his Ordinations, or, That the Coun- 
cil did not ſpeak of Re-ordaining, but only 
of Re-inſtating thoſe who had received Orders 
from Conſtantine. The Caſe of Formoſus, that 
is, the violent Proceedings of Stephen and Ser- 
gius, cannot, with any Modeſty, be compared 
with the Practice of Rome, and the World, 
in re-ordaining the Engliſh, The Violences 
of thoſe two Popes againſt Formoſus, and the 
particular Affection, which the Church has 
tor England, are a vaſt Difference; and ano- 
ther is, That the Proceedings of thoſe two 
Popes were diſapproved by all, buwa few of 
ſuch, as they had rather forced, than perſua- 
ded, to come into their Meaſures; And all 
was made up again, as Le Courayer expreſſes 
it, under their Succeſſors in a ſhort Time; 
whereas the re- ordaining of the Engliſh, has 
been continued for near two Ages under the 
beſt of Popes; not, reclamantibus omnibus, as in 
the Caſe of Formoſus, but, with the Uniform 
Conſent and Practice of all Catholicks. Grant- 
ing then, That Sergius, for Example, err'd, 
(tho? it ſhould rather be call'd his Crime, 
than his Error,) it is intolerable in Le Conrayer 
to pretend, p. 260. That re-ordaining the Engliſh 
is no better founded. He even contraditts 
hitnſelf in the next, pag. 261. Where he allows 
there is more Difficulty, in the Cafe of the 
Engliſh. And if he would needs mention the 
odious Facts againſt Formoſus, he might have 
been pleaſed to have obſerved, That Pro- 
vidence ſeem'd to - juſtify the Cauſe of 
Formoſus by Miracles; and That there 5er 
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been no Miracles yet, to juſtify Parker and 
the other new Biſhops, and make the Church 
alter her Judgment of their Ordinations. In- 
fine, no one pretends to juſtify the Perſonal, 
Proceedings of every particular Pope. But then 
the conſtant and uniform Practice of re-ordaix 

ing the Eugliſb, is fo ſtrong an Argument, That 
I am unwillingly forced to ſay the Librarians 
manner of treating it, deſerves a ſevere Cen- 


fure. 

ws 
5 Particular Inflances of the Re-ordaining ſuch, as 
had been ordain'd by the Enghſh Ordinal. 


218. Le Courayer has not geen able to pro- 
duce, ſo much as one ſingle Inſtance of any 
one ordain'd by the Eugliſb Ordinal, who 
was ever 4llow'd by any Catholick Biſhops; 
to officiate in his pretended - Orders. Some 
Inſtances - of this Kind, would have been 
more to his Purpoſe, than all his wild Com- 
plaints, That all Churches are led away 
with Prejudices and Opinions, altogether fri- 
volous, or with worſe Motives. We, on 
the contrary, could eaſily give in, a nume- 
rous Liſt of Facts, by Which it appears, That 
as thoſe Re-ordinations have been conſtant- 
ly practisꝰd from the Beginning, ſo they have 
been done with mature Deliberation. Even 
Fox complain'd, from the earlieſt Times of 
this Debate, That Miniſters revolting to Fo- 
pery, muſt with their new Religion have new 
Orders. We have quoted Hriſtom, affirming, 
that ſuch, when converted, neither were ad- 
. - mitted, 


1 
mitted, nor did they expci# (fo well they were 
acquainted with the certain Judgment and 
Practice of the Church) to be admitted for 
more than meer La)-men, without rew Or- 
ders. Mr. Harding himſelf, who had been 
made Deacon by the new Ordinal, ſoon re- 
cover d from. his Misfortane, and was as 
ſoon convinced of the Invalidity of thoſe Or- 
ders, Bramball cavils wretchedly at Harding's 
ſaying, That he did not think himſelf a lau- 
ful Deacon in all Reſpets. Here Bramball 
would inter : I his Proteſtant Ordination was 
a Nullity, then he was a lawful Deacon in no 
Reſpect. Very weak! For ſtill he might be 
a lawful Deacon, in reſpect at leaſt of the 
Laws of England; and if he had proceeded 
to the next Leaf (Fol. 231 b.) he would have 
ſound Dr. Hurding, telling 7ewe!, that he had 
return'd to the Church, and talen a beiter 
Ground of Prieſthood than bis det has, among 
2 all external Prufihood 1s utterly de- 
need. + n 
219. Among many other ſingle Inſtances 
that might be alledged, I Will content my 
ſielf with Four, which as they relate to dit- 
ferent Periods. of Time, ſo they deſerve a 
particular Notice, upon other Accounts. The 
. Firſt, ſhall be of one, for whom every Body 
muſt have a particular Eſteem, and Catho- 
licks, a fingular Veneration. I mean F. Cam- 
pian: his Courage and Learning were ad- 
mired even by his Adverſaries. He had un- 
fortunately been prevail'd with, to be made 
Deacon by the ne, Ordinal By Divine 
Grace, he ſoon recov;r'd the Fall. And 
what were his Sentiments of thoſe Orders? 
. Faulus 


e 
Paulus Bombinus in the elegant Book of F. 
Campian's Lite, relates, That he ever ſpoke 
of them with Horror and Deteſtation. Cam- 
pian himſelf, in that admirable Letter he writ 
to Cheney, the Engliſh new Biſhop of Glou- 
ceſter, tells him in plain Terms, pugnante con- 
ſcientia, falſum nomen uſurpas Epr/copr. Could 


he, who knew Cheney ſo intimately, to woom 
he was ſo much oblig'd, whom he lov'd, 
and by. whom he was ſo much belov'd, tell 


him ſo plainly, That he zſurp d the falſe 
Name of Biſhop againſt his Conference, if he 
had not been well convinc'd, and known that 


Chenzy too was convinc'd, That thoſe Orders 
were invalid? He might have charg'd him 
with taking ſchiſmatical Orders, but not Vith 


falſe Orders, if they had thought them va- 
lid. He tells him, That if he dies in his 
Hereſies, he will in the Rage and Deſpair 
of Hell, tear himſelf with tho/e Hands with 
which he had grven falſe Orders, to. ſ% many 
miſerable young Men. Tum ille manus que 
AS: rank Ordinibus ot miſellos Furvenes initia- 


nt, ſulfureum corpus præ dolore pungent" & 


t-rebrabynt. Could Cheneys Confcience tell 
him, he was no Biſhop, or | Campran: ſo poſi - 
tively affirm the Invalidity of thoſe Orders 
without good Grounds? His own Example, 


(being re-ordain'd at Prague) and his Teſti- 


mony ſo ſtrongly expreſs'd, are the more con- 
ſiderable, becauſe he was particularly  ac- 
quainted . with. the chief Perſons and Facts 
of the Nation, and his Learning made him 
a ſingular! good Judge. He writ, that Let- 
ter when he firſt left England, in the greateſt 
Hopes of Eccleſiaſtical -Preterments, and the 
| mo 
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moſt eminent, to which his Wit, and the 
promiſed Favour of the Earl of Leiceſter and 
the Queen (who both admir'd him) had al- 
ready open'd him the ready Way. He writ 
it, when nothing but Conſcience (which ap- 
"pears lively in the Spirit of that Letter) 
could move him to leave his Country and 
his Hopes, and write fo ardently to an emi- 
nent Engliſh Prelate, and fo great -a Friend. 
His Decem rationes aſtoniſn'd the World with 
his Elegance and Learning, and his Death 
much more, when he refuſed, not only the 
Promiſe of Life, but of the Archbiſhoprick 
of Canterbury, if he would change his Reli- 
gion; and, I ſuppoſe the Librarian will bluſh © 
to think, of accuſing him of Ignorance, or 
Intereſt, in judging of the new Orders. 
220. The next Inſtance, ſhall ' be: of one 
re- ordain'd under the very Eye of the learn- 
ed Morinus, who (as F. Le Quien ſays, 
Tom. 2. ch. 2. pag. 317. he was aſſured by 
very creditable Perſons of the Oratorians) ex- 
amin'd particularly the Queſtion of the Eng- 
{iſh Orders, and left ſome Writings on that 
Subject. The Occaſion was, of re-ordaining 
F. Gough, who having been Chaplain to Laua, 
was afterwards converted, and became an 
Oratorian, and was re-ordained at Paris. Mr. 
1 Williams fays, chap. 4 pag. 56. That the 
| Sorbonne, upon fully diſcuſſing the Queſtion, ' 
' gave in their Opinion, That the Exgliſb Or- 
| ders were good, but that the Pope determin'd 
| 
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otherwiſe, and order'd the Archbiſhop of 
Faris to re-ordain Mr. Gough. I have not 
had an Opportunity to enquire into this pre- 
| . _Ttended"Opinion of the Sorboniſts. But what- 
F „„ 5 : | Eßer 
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ever ſome of them may have thought, their 
Opinion, it ſeems, was not minded at Huis 
it ſel, And the exotick Nations of ſome 
Doctors, eſpecially when directly rejected upon 
__ a contradictory Judgment of the Cauſe, would 
only. prove the common Perſuaſion of the 
Church, is not continu'd upon random Pre- 
judices, but upon mature Conſideration. For, 
as to the Dean of Norwich, very gravely 
telling his Reader, That the Pope and Arch- 
biſhop of Haris ated againſt the Sorbonne, not 
according to the Merits of the Cauſe, but 
upon Party- Intereſt, we muit be allow'd to 
think, it needs no Anſwer. Nor indeed, can 
I well . imagine, if the Fact were true, of 
the '$0rbonne difſenting from all the Catholick 
World beſides, that neither Le Quien ſhould 
take any Notice of it, nor even Le Conrayer, 
in ſuch an extreme Indigence, as he is in, 
of any Authors, to cloak his Singularity. 
221. The third Example I take the more 
willingly from Mr. Maſ}y, becauſe J had for- 
merly the Advantage of being acquainted 
with him at Paris. I find Le Quien knew 
him too, and he aſſures us, That his former 
Orders of Deacon, which he had receiv'd by 
the Engliſh Ordinal, were long and fully. exa- 
min'd before'M. De Harlay, the learned Arch- 
biſhop of Paris, and being concluded to be 
invalid, Mr. Mai was re-ordain'd by the 
Biſhop of Arras, upon his Return to Poway. 
Nor do vie find any Oppoſition from Sor- 
boniſts, or from the Univerſity of Poway. 80 
that this ſingle Inſtance, is a Proof of the uni- 
form Conſent in this Matter, of both France 
and Flanders, And, muſt all theſe be ſtill 
Jenorainus's in the Librariau's Opinion, or 
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worſe? Upon this Occaſion of Maſly, Le Co 
takes Notice, That he has been aſſur'd by Per- 
ſons very particularly acquainted with M. 
De Harlay, who was known to be one of the 
learnedeſt Men of the Age, that he was ſo 
convinced. of the Nullity of the E uglith Or- 
ders, that upon this Account, he particularly 
difapprov? d the uſing the Name of the Church 
of England, in ſpeaking of the Sect of the pre- 
tended Eniſcop al Party in England, alledging 
the celebrated Malen and Saying of St. Eierom, 
Hccleſià non eft que non habet Saceravies : No 
Hell, no Church. He adds, That the learned 
Abbe Je Gr and aſſur'd him, That when he 
conſulted M. Boſjnet the Bithop of Meaux, 
V bether in anſwering Dr. Burnet, he ſhould 
ſtile him Biſhop, M. Beſjuct told him, by no 
Means to do it, becauſe, faid he, we do not 
own aiy ſuch Epiſcopacy. And this, as well 
as his Hiſtory of Variations, ſufficiently ſhews, 
That Le Courayer miſtakes the meaning of 
Mr. Bo{ue!''s Letter in 168 5, or that this learned 
Biſhop was of another Opinion, after he had 
more fully examin'd the Queſtion of the En- 
gliſb Orders. 

222. The laſt Infiance I ſhall mention, is 
fo Modern, and fo well known, That I need 
not be long in it. *Tis of Mr. Gordon, late 
Proteſtant Biſhop of Claſgow. Being convinc'd 
of the Cathotick Religion, by ſeveral Confe- 
rences with Mr. Hoſfitet, he went to Rome, and 
there ſolemnly abjur'd his Hereſies. The 
Caſe of the Engliſb Ordinations upon a Me- 
morial, which he preſented (it is at large in 
the Arpend. to the 2d Tom. of F. Le Quien) 
was long and fully diſcuſs'd at Rome, before 
his Holineſs Clem:nt the Eleventh, and on the 


17th of April 1704. it Was unanimouſly de- 
creed, 


CO EEE 


( 

creed, That his ſormer Orders were invalid. 
Le Ouien adds, he had the Particulars of this 
Affair from the Learned Fontanini, and joins 


a Piece of 4 Writing drawn up by Mr. Cor. 


gon, wherein he complains in very ſtrong 
Terms of the Boldneſs cf Le Conrayer, in de- 


fending the Eugliſb Orders. Nor certainly, 


was ever any Verſe better applied, than M. 
Cordon applies to. Le Couraycr, that of the Poet. 
Parce, puer, ſtimulis, & fortius utere Joris: 


— 
—— 
. 
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Remarks upon F. Le Courayer' foar laſt 
| Chapters. © 


223. K N four laſt Chapters of the Ls 
1 brarian, as they only run up 

ſuch Principles as no Catholick denies in this 
Debate, or are entirely foreign to it, or meer 
ſuperfluous ,Repetitions, they will ſoon be 
diſpatch'd in a tew Remarks, in one ſingle 
and ſhort Chapter. In his Fourteenth Chap- 
ter, he lays down theſe Principles: That Or- 
dination 1mprints a Character; (I am glad he 
thus ſeems in Part to abate his odd Expreſ- 
ſion before, upon that Subject) That ſuch Sa- 
craments are not to be re-iterated without ſo- 
lid Grounds; That Hereſies do not neceſſari- 
ly make Ordination invalid; Sr. Againſt 


whom does he here talk? He grants theſe *' 


were acknowledg'd Principles in the Chureh, 


at leaſt fince the Thirteenth Age. I remem- 


ber to have read, that One obſerving an Au- 
| thor in attacking Lipfius's Latin Style, had 
made great Digreſſions of Chriſtian Princes 


joining againſt the Turk; pleaſantly Alter'd 
m_ F "bs. - the 
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the Title of the Book, thus: De Lalinilate 
Lipſiand adverſus Turcam. Thus, one may 
have good Reaſon to alter the Title of a 
great Part of Le Courayer's, and call it, A De- 
fence of the Engliſh Orders, againſt ſome odd 
Divines before the Twelfth Century. As to a 


Principle, which he pretends to draw from St. 


Leo, he very cleary miſtakes the Meaning, and 
Application ot it. St. Leo only means that Sacra- 
ments muſt not- be reiterated till the contrary 
Proofs have been examin'd. Now, this was a 
Principle univerſally agreed upon, at the Time 
of the Engliſh Ordinations : Conſequently, it 
"muſt be ſuppoſed in all Equity, That they 
examin'd the Queſtion, and {ſtill found the 
Doubts, at leaſt, were ſolid. When there- 
fore he ſays, pag. 269. it ig true, That in ſome 
particular Churches It is thoug bt, by Reaſon of 
illigrounded Prejudices, a Duty 19 -re-ordain 
thoſe, who have been ordain'd in England 
fimce the Schiſm, He ſhould have faid, all 
Catholick Churches have thought it a Duty; 
and therefore it is an unpardonable Boldneſs 


to ſay, it is done upon 11 grounded Frejudi- 


ces; eſpecially fince both the Importance of the 
thing, and the Facts we have produced, ſhew 
how great a Calumny it is, to ſay it is done 
il hout diſcuſſing the Oueſtion. There remains 


one true Thing in this Chapter, Which de- 


ſerves to be remark'd. The requiſite exterior 
Intention, at leaſt, ſhews ſelf, ſays he, pag. 


272. by the Practice and Obſervation of a Reli- 


gious Kite preſcrib'd by the Church, aud one 
cannot otherwiſe judge of uw. When, in certain 
Circumſtances this Rite is omitted, one may pro- 


nounce with all the Aſſurance imaginable, That 


the Intention is wanting , and the Judgment is 


neither falſz, nor yet raſh. Now, it ever any 


Circum- 
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Circumſtances can manifeſt a Want of due In- 
tention, nay, an ovpoſite Intention to That of 
the Church, it is molt certainly in the Change 
of the Pontifical into the new Ordinal. It is 
therefore neither falſe nor raſh, to judge the 
Engliſh Orders invalid upon this Account al- 
fo, where every Thing thews, they have a 
new Intention, oppoſite to the certain Inten- 
tion of the Church. As to- what he adds 
again, pag. 281, That the firſt Ordinations 
wee made upon no better Grounds, than 
the Catholick Biſhops being ſouer'd in their 
Tempers, and intereſted to pull down the new 
- Biſhops, and animated, perhaps, with a Leal 
not well 2 in the Defence of Truth - T 
will only ſay to him again, with St. Auſten, 
i Evigilas, intuere, &c. and leave him to ex- 
plain himſelf a little better upon what he 
ſuggeſts, concerning the Infallibility of the 
Church in Dogmatical Faris, 
224. The. next Chapter he ſtill calls, a Con- 
tinuation of the ſame Subject: But it is, in 
Reality, only a Continuation of Things quite 
out of the Purpoſe. I will not be carried 
away by his Digreſſions, otherwife it were 
very eaſy to ſhew, That he has advanced a 
great many unaccurate and unguarded Propo- 
fitions. Even his very Title is Untheological, 
if not Uncatholick. It ſtands thus: How much 
the Church has varied with Reofpett to Re 
ordinatiang. Now the Principles, upon which 
he diſcourſes in this 15th Chapter, (as for 
Example, That adminiſtring Sacraments out 
of the Church do's not make them null,) 
are not Points of Diſcipline, but of Dotrine, 
ſo that, to ſay, the Church has varied in thoſe 
Dactrines, is, at the Bottom, ſaying, She has 
1 | Tb ai's 


—— — ——— —— — 
— —— 
a = AY — » . 


ů— — ——— — —P — — U 4 — r— 11 
% 


( 374 ) 
err'd one Time or other in her Doctrine. But 
as I am willing to ſuppoſe the belt, I will take 
this Title, as it thus ſtands alter'd from what 
it was in the French, to be either a Miſtake 
of the Trauſlator's, or one of the Author's. 
many Unaccuracies ; and defire them both to 
remember there is a great deal of Diffe- 
rence between ſaying, the Church has varied 
in her Doctrine, and, that She had not always 


expreſsly defined her Doctrine upon ſome par- 


ticular Points. As to the reſt, what is it to the 
Purpoſe to pretend ſome Principles concern- 
ing Ordination were not, formerly, univerſally 
agreed on, while it is certain and agreed on, 
That they were unanimouſly received long 
before the Debate of the Exgliſb Orders? And 
what is it to the Purpoſe to give us a long 


Detail of ſome of Mr. Thorndtkr's Singula- 


rities concerning Ordination, which, after all, 
he neither dares to adopt; and owns they 
are very inſignificant to ſupport the Validity 


of the Engliſb Orders? Or why, rather, was 


he not candid enough to let his Reader know, 
That Mr. Thorndike expreſsly ſays, He always 
thought the Objection he puts, pag. 202. to have 
Weight and Difficulty? Mr. Thorndike advan- 


ces ſeveral other Propoſitions of Ordination, 


fa entirely inconſiſtent with himſelf, with Ca- 
tholick Principles, and even with Le Courayer's 
in that Matter, That he was certainly a very 
improper Author to be produced in this Con- 


troverſy of Ordination. 


225. His ſixteenth Chapter bears this Title : 


The Succeſſion of the Engliſh Biſhops has not 
been e by the Schiſm. If he means a 
valid Succeſſion, no Body pretends that Schiſm 
Jpterrupts it: And there could be no you: 


Q1 


. 

of making a diſtinct Chapter to prove, That 
if they have preſerved the Eſſentials of Ord 
nation, they have a valid Succeſſion. This 
could only be to ſwell his Book with unne- 
ceſſary Repetitions. However, there are ſome 
Things which call for a tew Remarks. Taus, 
when he ſays, pag. 297. This Conſequence (of 
their being true Biſhops, if they have pre- 
ſerved the Eſſentials,) zs Jo certain, That is ig 
not diſputed by any of thoſe, an acknowledge 
for Valid, the Ordmations perform'd by Edward 
the Sixth's Ordinal JI wonder who he means! 
For - he has not beeen able to name one 
Catholick, that acknowledges the Validity of 
that Ordinal. He quotes, indeed, a Pam- 
phlet, De verd et non interrupts, &c. ſaid to be 
writ by a Catholick, but one who has thought 
fit to be Nameleſs. Leſs can one tel! What 
he means, by ſaying the Catholick Divines, 
in Q. Elizabetb's Time, do not explain, upon 
what they founded the Nullity ol the New 
Biſhops, but by Invectives, and angry Projunci- » 
ces. W. have ſeen they founded it upon de- 
nying they were conſecrated by true Biſhops, 
and that the Ordinal it ſelf was invalid. 
Theſe were not Invectives, but Arguments, 
to which the new Prelates could not, durſt 
not reply, when urged to name the Perſons, 
and Manner, and Regiſters of their Orders. 
And when he adds, That the Nazs-F:ad 
Story ad not yet its Birth in Q. Elnabzth's 
Pays, he contradicts both the known Truth, 
and Himſelf. The known Truth, becauſe 
it was related in Misbich Caſtle in her 
Time; and conſequently had already a Birth. 
He contradicts Himſelf, becauſe we have 
heard him ſay, that Story was the Ganſe of 
| 7 8 | 
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re- .ordaining the Engliſh in her Days; and we 
need not repeat, That the Cauſe muſt | be 
before the Effect. He gives a further In- 
{tance of his  hurrying boldly on, in Oppo- 
{tion to the moſt certain Facts, Facts even 
owr'd in other Places by himſelt, where pag. 
302. he ſays, That in the Depoſition of the 
Bithops by Q. Mary, There is no mention at 
all in their. Sentences „ of Deſicieney in the 
new Ordinal, or-their Conſecration; but of | a de- 
fectiv J. me as to their Bulls, and upon Ac- 
count of particular Crimes, with "which ihey were 
charged. He himſeif had own'd, That in 
Tar lor s Sentence, Fropter nullitatem conſecra- 


 tionis jus was expreſs'd.” He could not but 


know, That the Ordinal, or in other Words, 
the new Sort and new Faſhion of Orders, was 
condemn'd in Parliament, by the Queen's In- 
junctions, by HBonner's Book, by the univer- 
ſal Approbation of Eng land, Rome, and the 
Chriſtian World. He knew, and had own'd, 
That now for ſeveral Centuries, at leaſt, 
neither want of Bulls, nor perſonal Crimes, 
nor the moſt notorious Hereties, could make 
Orders invalid in the Opinion of Divines, or 
Judgment of the Church. And why do's he 
ay, Crimes with which they are charged? Do's 
he think they were only char, red, and not 
guilty? 

226. In the next pag. 303. he quarrels again 
with himſelf, and is no leſs at Variance 
with Reaſon and Logick, than with Facts. 
$ There is, fays he, an important Obſerva- 
tion to be made. It i is, That among thoſe, 
O diſpute the Validity of theſe Ordina- 
* tions, there is -a great Oppoſition. 5 


6c Some agree, 4 hat the. new Ordinal cor. 


" tains 


* 
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* tains all that is eſſential. Others diſpute 
„ the Validity of the Ordinal. — Others 
“maintain, That the Conſecrator was never 
 < conſecrated. Others, That Parker had 
e no other Conſecration, than a ludicrous one 
« in-a Tavern. —— This 1s the Opinion of 
„ Champney, who firſt brought it in Vogue —— 
« All theſe Opinions refute one another by 
their Contrariety.“ Now, in the firſt Place, 
I defy him to name any one, who denied the 
Validity of the Eugliſb Orders in Q. Elizabeth's 
Days, that granted the Ordinal contain'd all 
that is Eſſential. He himſelf had ſaid, pag. 
257. That all Divines of thoſe Times, thought 
thoſe Things were omitted, which they judged 
Eſſential; and he ſays the like in ſeveral other 
Places. He is therefore, here, contrary to 
himſelf, and to certain Fact. Secondly, For all 
his frequent Contempt of the Schools, there 1s 
certainly f1ch a Thing as Arguments being 
diſtarate, Without having properly any Cons 
trariety: And it is very fad Logic, to call 
thoſe Arguments contrary and oppoſite, which 
have no Contrariety nor Oppoſition at all. 
If a Man oppoſes another's Pretence to an 
Eſtate, and one of his Lawyers argues, That 
the Pretender has no Right to it by Deed of 
Gift; a Second, That he has none by the 
Will of the deceas'd Owner; and a Third, 
That he has none by Inheritance at Law ; 
will any one ſay, theſe Three are oppoſite, 
and deſtroy one another by their Contrariety ? 
Where then is the Contrariety between ſome 
Arguments from the Ordinal, ſome from the 
Nag's- Hlead, and others from Parlow's want 
of Ordination ? And Thirdly, He cannot but 
know that it is falſe, That Champney was the 


faſt 


* 
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rſt, who brought the Nag's-Head Account 
into Vogue. Every one knows, That Champ- 
neys Book is an Anſwer to Maſon; and That 
even 2 in his fl Ediſinu, Cites Sacro- 
boſco and others, for the NVag's- Head Story. It 
conſequently was already in Vogue, many 
Years before Champncy's Book. 
227. He himſelf again, in the End of this 
very Chapter, (to omit ſeveral other Pla- 
ees,) is himſelf; as to that late Birth 
of whe Nag's-Head Account. For he ſays 
there again: + They would never have 
« carried themſelves, even at Rome, as they 
« have done with Regard to the Engliſh 

% (Re-ordinations,) if they had not been 

4 prejudic'd by the Fable of the Nag's-Head; 

4 which has always been believed True there, 
« as the famous Fontanini acknowledges in 
a Letter written ſometime ago to one of 
6 my Friends.” Since then, as. we have 
obſerved before, thoſe Re-ordinations were 
practiſed long before Champney's learned Book, 
that Hiſtory muſt have been in Vogue before. 
As to the Letter of Fontanini, ſince Le Cou- 
rayer has not thought fit to give us the 


Contents of it, we may very well preſume, 


it contains Something not favourable to his 
Cauſe. Eſpecially, ſince by the Account F. 
Quien had, by Fontaninis Means of Mr. 
Gordon, we ſee that learned Man is far from 
approving the Defence of the ae Or- 
dinations. | 
228. His laſt Chapter is only a * Recapitn- 
tation of what he had ſaid in his whole Trea- 
tiſe : And never, molt certainly, was ſuch a 
a more needleſs to any Book 

the World. Every Thing he here men- 


tions, 
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tions, had already been repeated up and down 
in his Book, over and over again. It is 
an eaſy Matter to write large Volumes at 


ſuch a Rate. It were then only imitating 


Him, to. be long upon this Chapter, But 1 
cannot omit obſerving, That it is ſtrange 
how he could begin it with ſaying, he 
believes he has omitted none of our Difficul- 
ties, and given them their full Force. I am 
very ſure, That whoever reads the foregoing 
Remarks, will find a great Number of Facts, 
Authorities and Arguments, which Le Cous 
rayer has entirely omitted, and That he has 
ropoſed others, but very lamely. It may not 
e amiſs to add, That as it is not enough for 
us, when the Kcgiſter is-mention'd, to cry out 
a Forgery. a Forgery ! So it is not enough for 
the Librarian, at the Name of the Nag's-Head, 
to cry out a Fable ! a Fable! Let the Proofs 
be fairly confider'd: And let us add too, 
That it is not hard to imagine why the Libra- 
rian, pag. 305. as in ſeveral other Places, 
would perſuade his Reader, That the preſent 
Debate is now chiefly reduced to the Point 
of Barlow's Conſecration. Whereas, indeed 
(tho? there are very ſtrong Arguments againft 
it,) it is one of the leaſt of our Proofs. The 
Librarian's Reaſon for inſiſt ing ſo much upon 
it, ſeems to be this: There are a great Num- 
ber of Pieces, partly true and partly falſe, re- 
lating to Barlow's wandring from one Reh- 


gion and Biſhoprick, to others. Theſe with a 


Rex omnibus ſalutem at the Top, and ſome- 
times a Teſte Rege at the Bottom, are apt to 


ſtun and puzzle ſuch Readers, as are not ac- 


cuiſtomꝭ d to * Rules - — ſuch Acts, 
They might be therefore thought proper to 


nr the Reader and the Cauſe: But 
when they come to be examin'd, they prove 
like Numbers of undiſciplin'd T roo They 
make a formidable Show at firſt, . in the 
Engagement they confound the "Battle and 
loſe the Day. The deſtroying them one by 
one, may be a longer, but the Victory in 
the Main, becomes an eafier Work, while 
they tall foul upon one another, and help the 
Enemy. As to the Librarian's concluding 
with a fair Proteſtation of the Goodneſs of 
his Intention, in publiſhing his Book, (tho? 
by the Bye, he was refuſed the Licence of his 
Superiors,) I willingly leave it to the Searcher 
of Hearts, and hope the beſt. But one cannot 
[-<# Wiſhing he had been more Exact, more 

ogical, 5 fs Raſh, and even more Catho- 
lick 4 7 ever of his Expreſſions, 
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CHAP. xi 


The Concluſi on of theſe GEES , firſt, to the 
Catholick, and ſecondly, to the Proteſtant 


Reader. 


229. HE diſtinct Heads to which 1 

have endeavour'd to reduce the 
chief Points. of this Debate, will, 1 hope, diſ- 
penſe with me from a Recapitulation. 1 pre- 
ſume it too the more willingly, becauſe the 
Lihrarian's Method has perfectly tired me 
with the Thoughts of any farther unneceſ- 
ſary Repetitions. I ſhall therefore, rather 
chuſe to conclude, with a few ſhort Reflecti- 
ons of a different Sort, firſt to the Ion 


and n, to * 2 oteſtant Reader | 
The 


\ 
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230. The Catholick Reader, will, I hope, 
from the precedent Remarks be, Firff, Con- 
firm'd in the comfortable Reflection, u 
the Certainty of Catholick Orders; a Cer- 
tainty ſo great, that our Enemies cannot at- 
taint it: And at the ſame time, in a charitable 
Concern, for thoſe Proteſtant Neighbours, 
who are involy'd in Doubts at leaſt, on 
every Hand, upon a Matter of the higheſt 

Conſequence. S % That however un- 
fortunate Le Courayer's Book may be to him- 
{elt, it can be of little Prejudice to thinking 
Perſons, while they obſerve how unaccurate- 
ly, how wildly, he has wander'd into a 
great Number of Miſtakes and unaccounta- 
ble Aﬀertions. Thirdly, How dangerous it 
is to indulge one's Self in Singularity of 
Opintons, while one, whoſe Education might 
have been a Guard to his Exceſſes, has 
by that unhappy Liberty, engag'd himſelf 
in ſuch wrong Steps, and ſuch Afertions as 
could never have been expected from a Ca- 
tholick Divine. And, Laftly, How dangerous 
at is, to read Proteſtant Writers without Pre- 
caution, while we find an Author, from 
whom it might have been ſo little expected, 
engaged by them, for want of due Caution, 
into ſo many and ſo grievous Miſtakes. 
231. As to the Proteſtant Reader, it will 
be very obvious for him to reflect, that he 
has very little Reaſon to be fond of Le Cou- 
rayer's Defence. He muſt needs obſerve, 
that this Author ſpeaks a very different Lan- 
guage from all other Catholicks, not only 
upon the Point of the Exgliſh Orders, but in 
Point of the Sacrifice of the Maſs and ſeveral 
other Articles. It will thence be natural for him 
to conclude, either that this Author is not 

FC Eo ſincere, 


. 
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fincere, (which God forbid) in the Religion 
he profeſles, or is not a Divine, who can be 
depended upon, if he does not ſee, how con- 
wary his Aſſertions are to the Catholick Do- 
ctrine. And either Way his Authority muſt 
of very little Moment 
232. But what I would wiſh him farther _ 
to conſider, is, that in his ſerious Reflections 
| 771 this Debate, he ought to ſay to himſelf, 
Firſt, If & pretend to be a Church of England 
Man, I muſt take this for a certain Principle: 
No Frieſt bood, no Church. Secondly, This muſt 
conſequently be no leſs certain : A dubious | 
Priefthood, a dubious Church. Thirdly, It is no 
leſs maniteſt, that the greateſt Part of Chriſten- 
dom, either abſolutely deny, or doubt at leait, 
of the Ordination of the Eugliſb Clergy. In 
this, not only all Catholicks, but almoſt all 
other Sorts of Proteſtants (numberleſs Sorts; 
alaſs! there are) do all agree. Proteſtants ge- 
nerally deny and even deſpiſe any true Epiſco- 
pal Ordination at- all. Catholicks have ever 
queſtion'd at leaſt, the Validity of the Engliſb 
Orders. We our ſelves were aſtoniſh'd to find 
one ſingle Man of them, after near two hun- 
dred Years, offer to defend them. Fourthly, 
What Security can I then have, that I am in 
_ - a true Church, while the Church of England, 
as a diſtint Church from otters, is ſo very 
ſmall a Part of Chriſtendom, and while even a 
opus Part of England too, and all Chriſtendom 
ſides, have ſo great Doubts at leaſt of our 
Orders, without which there can be no true 
Church. Even this French Author has only 
added to the Doubts; and he owns (pag. 303.) 
That if there is an Uncertainty of our Orders, 
the Defence of them muſt neceſſarily be aban- 
| | | on 
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dowd, becauſe in Things of this Nature, Certaims © 
iy muſt be ſought. Now, Fifthly, How can any 
prudent Man deny, but the Doubts and Un- 
certainty of our Orders (taking the Doubts at 
leaſt collectively, or all together) are too great, 
not to leave a ſtrange Uncertainty, whether 
they are true or not? For, even let me ſuppoſe 
there are probable Proofs, that the Nag's-h:ad 
Account 1s a Fable, that Barlow perhaps was - 
a true Biſhop, that, may be, the RegMer is not 
forged, and that pof/ibly our Matter and Form, 
and Intention are valid yet I muſt be loſt to 

all Shame, to pretend there are no probable Ar- 
guments on the contrary. It is abſurd to pre- 
rend none of thoſe Arguments are probable, 
which we fee move the greateſt Part of the 
witeſt Men of the World. So that, upon the 
Upſhot of this important Queſtion, I muſt - 
grant, that I have only probable Arguments, 
(if even thoſe) fof the Truth of our Clergy, 
with probable Grounds againſt it. Hiathiy, But 
then as to the Ordersof the Catholicks, I muſt 
grant them certain: Otherwiſe, whatever 
Doubts I pretend to caſt upon them, will only 
recoil back upon my ſelf. Seventhly, Ought Inor 
then in all Prudence, to join with that Church, 
which T muſt grant has certainly a true Prieſt- 
hood ? Have I not all the Reaſon in. the World 
to believe That Chriſt, as he would by his Pro- 
vidence ſecure to his Church a true Prieſthood, 
fo alſo (ben the Queſtion is between two 
Churches, which is the fruc ont) that certainly 
which has the greateſt Security of true Prieſt- 
hood, has alſo the greateſt Security of being the 
true Church of Chriſt? Eighihly, Can the Accu- 
ſation of Iaolalry reaſonably keep me out of that 
Church? No. The very Accuſation it ſelf is en- 
ormouſly unchriſtian and incredible. It is un- 
. chriſti an, 
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chriſtian, becauſe they deteſt Idolatry with the ut. 
moit Horror, and acknowledge one only God in the 
ſtricteſt and fulleſt Senſe and Words, as much as we 
poſſibly can, and by the ſame Creed. It is incredible 
on the other Hand, that none ſhould have ſo certain a 
Claim to Priefthood, as Idolaters. And what can be 
a more enormous Contradiction, than to own ir is a 
true Church, and at the ſame time an Idolatrous 
Church? Is not Idolatry a Fundamental Error, de- 
ſtructive of a true Church and of Salvation? Ninthly, 
N ay, am I not by the very Grounds of our Claim to 

alid Orders, oblig'd to deteſt laying that Accuſation 
of Idolatry to the Church of Rome? For, is not their 
Sacrifice the great pretended Ground of that Accuſa- 
tion? Now, if I pretend their Sacrifice is Idolatry, I 
muſt evidently quit all Pretence to a true Clergy. For, 
I can have no true Orders, but which muſt be fderiv'd 
from the Catholick Ordination. In that Ordisation, 
it is evident, the whole Intention and Series of the 
Pontifical, imports the Sacrifice of Maſs. If then the 
Maſs is Idolatry, the Catholick Ordination can no more 
be valid, than one can be validly ordain'd a Chriſtian 
_ Prieft, by an Ordinal importing, that he is ordain'd 
to offer the Sacrifice of Bell, Moloch, and Aſtaroth. 
Tentbly, Infine ; fince then there is no true Church with- 
out true Prieſts, no true Prieſts but who have their 
Power originally from the Church of Rome; and ſince 
I cannot charge that Church with Idolatry, without 
ſtrangely contradicting my ſelf, and deſtroying the 
very Orders to which we pretend; with what Pru- 
dence can I continue in a Church, where I have ſo 
many Reaſons to fear, at leaſt, there is no true Prieſt- 
hood, or delay joining with that Church from which 


pee ſeparated, and wherein we muſt own true Prieſt- 


hood is certain ? oF | - 
With theſe Reflections I leave the Reader, ſincere- 

ly wiſhing he may ſeriouſly ſeatch, happily find, and 
_couragiouily embrace the 1989 | 
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